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Isaac  Hkath  agt.  Walteb  Babhocb. 

m 

Where  the  plidntiff  bringa  an  action  m  a  justice's  oonrt,  and  oomplains  that  the 
defendant  wrongfnllj  broke  and  entered  his  close,  and  then  and  there,  at  the  times 
named,  committed  certain  trespasses  and  did  certain  acts,  and  the  defendant  josti- 
fies  cUl  the  acts  complained  of,  on  the  ground  that  the  loau  in  qua  was  at  the  time  a 
public  highway,  &c,  the  jnstioe  should  dismiss  the  action  upon  the  question  of 
title. 

But  if  the  plaintiff,  on  continuing  the  action  in  the  supreme  court,  recovers  a  verdict 
for  any  sum,  for  trespasses  conmiitted  outride  of  the  alleged  highway,  he  is  entitled 
to  cotts,  although  the  defendant  succeeds  in  justifying  all  his  acts  committed  upon 
said  highway.    (Thit  agrees  with  EaU  agt  EodskvM,  30  How.  15.) 

Chaviauqua  Special  Termy  January^  1868. 

Motion  by  plaintiff^  by  way  of  appeal  from  adjustment  of 
costs  by  the  clerk  of  Chautauqua  county.  The  original 
action  was  in  a  justice's  court.  The  plaintiff  alleges  in  his 
complaint  that  the  defendant  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  close^  in  tiie  town  of  Gerry, 
in  the  county  of  Chautauqua,  on  or  about  the  months  of 
May,  June,  July,  August  and  September,  in  the  year  1862  ] 
also  in  the  months  of  April,  &c.,  1863,  and  so  as  to  1864, 
1865  and  1866 ;  and  the  defendant,  during  each  and  all  of 
the  said  months  and  years,  being  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
upon  the  premises  of  the  said  plaintiff,  in  the  town  of  Gterry, 
in  the  county  of  Chautauqua,  did  then  and  there,  by  him- 
self, his  agents  and  servants,  with  teams,  horses,  oxen,  wagons, 
plows  and  scrapers,  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  excavate  the  said 
premises  of  the  plaintiff,  and  did  then  and  there  wrongfully 
and  unlawfully  cut  timber  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  his  premises 
aforesaid,  and  destroy  crops  then  and  there  growing,,  pull 
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down  and  destroy  fences  of  the  plaintiff,  and  build  bridges, 

to  the  great  injury  and  damage  of  the  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendant's  answer  first  denies  each  and  every  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint.  For  a  second  answer,  the  defendant 
admitted  that,  at  divers  times  claimed  in  the  complaint,  he 
had  been  upon  the  ground  in  and  along  a  certain  locality  in 
said  town,  known  as  the  plank  road,  and  had  done  various 
work  therein,  in  repairing  the  same  and  bridges  thereon ; 
that  such  acts  and  labor  were  such  only  as  were  necessary  and 
proper  in  repairing  such  road  and  bridges,  in  obtaining  bridge 
timber  and  other  articles  necessary  for  such  purpose,  and 
'^  which  are  the  acts  complained  of  in  said  complaint ;  that 
at  the  times  aforesaid  said  locality  was  a  public  highway, 
used  and  occupied  by  the  public  sa  such,  and  at  such  times 
of  said  alleged  wrongs  and  acts  upon,  in  and  on  said  locality 
and  premises,  the  said  defendant  was  acting  pursuant  to  the 
orders  and  directions  of  the  commissioners  and  overseers  of 
highways  of  said  town,  as  he  of  right  might  do,  and  all  he 
did  there  was  in  pursuance  of  such  authority  and  directions, 
in  repairing  and  fixing  such  road.^ 

There  is  a  further  answer,  that  prior  to  the  acts  set  forth 
in  the  second  answer  to  the  complaint,  the  Fredonia  and 
Sinclairville  Plankroad  Company  owned  the  locality,  and 
had  lull  right  and  authority  to  use  the  same,  and  that  such 
company  had  abandoned  said  locality,  and  the  same  reverted 
to  the  public  and  belonged  to  the  town  of  Gerry  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  highway,  and  was  worked  and  improved  as  such, 
and  that  all  acts  done  prior  to  such  abandonment  were  pur- 
suant to  the  authority  and  direction  of  such  corporation. 

There  is  another  answer,  that  after  the  commission  of  said 
alleged  wrongs  and  trespasses,  and  each  of  them,  the  dam- 
ages in  consequence  thereof  were  properly  and  duly  appraised 
.by  proper  authority,  and  said  plaintiff  duly  notified  thereof, 
and  such  damages  were  duly  tendered  and  paid  to  said  plain- 
tiff, and  are  brought  into  court  for  his  use  and  benefit. 

There  is  a  further  answer,  that  the  acts  done  by  defendant 
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upon  and  about  said  premises,  ajs  aforesaid,  were  fully  rati- 
fied and  confirmed  and  authorized  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the 
legislature  passed  April  13,  1866. 

The  defendant  demands  judgment  for  costs  of  suit.  The 
defendant  gave  the  undertaking  required  by  the  Code,  and 
the. justice  countersigned  the  pleadings  and  dismissed  the 
action.       s 

The  plaintiff*  brou^t  this  action.  It  was  tried  by  the 
court,  and  the  court  decided  that  all  the  alleged  trespasses 
committed  within  the  limits  of  what  was  known  as  the 
plankroad,  and  then  the  highway,  after  the  plankroad  ceased 
to  occupy,  were  justifiable.  The  plaintifT,  on  the  trial, 
proved  certain  trespasses  conmiitted  in  his  field,  outside 
of  the  bounds  of  the  highway;  and  the  court  ovBrruled 
the  defense  of  a  tender  of  the  damages,  and  directed  a  judg- 
ment for  damages  for  the  trespasses  outside  of  the  highway, 
for  three  dollars.  The  judge  before  whom  the  trial  was  had, 
at  the  instance  of  the  defendant's  attorney,  certified  that  on 
the  trial  title  to  real  estate  was  in  issue,  so  far  as  the  line  of 
the  ^^old  plankroad  was  concerned;"  and  that  as  to  the 
alleged  trespasses  thereon,  the  court  reported  in  favor  of  the 
defendant.  That  as  to  the  alleged  trespasses  outside  of  the 
line  of  the  road,  title  to  real  estate  did  not  come  in  question 
on  such  trial  Each  party  claimed  a  full  bill  of  costs.  The 
clerk  taxed  the  defendant's  bill,  and  refused  to  tax  the  plain- 
tiff's bill  • 

A.  Hazeltine,  /or  plaintiff. 
C.  N.  LocKWOOD,  for  d^endcmt. 

MABvm,  J.  The  second  and  third  answers  of  the  defend- 
ant justify  all  the  acts  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains,  on 
the  ground  that  the  locus  in  quo  was,  at  the  time  the  acts 
were  committed,  a  highway  used  by  the  public,  and  belong- 
ing to  the  town  or  the  plankroad  company. 

The  justice  must  have  so  understood  these  answers.    He 
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did  not  understand  that  there  were  any  alleged  trespasses  not 
met  by  these  answers,  and  which  remained  for  trial  under 
the  issue  formed  by  the  general  denial  The  defendant  ten- 
dered the  undertaking  required  by  law,  and  demanded  judg- 
ment for  costs  of  suit.  The  justice  was  right  in  dismissing 
the  addon. 

It  is  now  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  the  complaint 
embraced  different  causes  of  action ;  that  is,  causes  of  action 
for  the  aUeged  trespasses  upon  the  lands  included  in  the 
highway,  and  also  causes  of  action  for  the  trespasses  com- 
mitted upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintifi)  outside  of  the  bounds 
of  the  highway,  and  that  the  defendant  intended  only  to  jus- 
tify  hifl  acts  in  the  highway,  and  tliat  his  answers  should  be 
80  construed. 

This  claim  is  unfounded.  The  plaintiff,  in  his  complaint, 
says  nothing  of  any  highway.  He  alleges  that  the  defendant 
wrongfully  broke  and  entered  his  close,  in  the  town  of  Gterry, 
and  at  the  times  named,  and  then  and  there  did  certain  acts. 
He  ignores  any  highway.  K  he  should  be  right  in  his  posi- 
tion that  there  was  no  highway,  then  it  would  be  immaterial 
whether  the  trespasses  committed  were  confined  to  a  strip 
of  land  four  rods  in  width,  or  extended  over  a  wider  space. 

The  defendant  begins  his  answer  by  admitting  that  he  had 
been  upon  the  ground  in  and  along  a  certain  locality  in  said 
town,  known  as  the  ^'plankroad,''  and  had  done  certain  acts, 
^^  which  are  the  acts  claimed  in  said  complaint,'^  and  that  said 
locality  was  a  public  highway,  &c.,  &c.,  and  that  at  such 
times  of  said  edleged  wrongs  and  acts  upon,  in  aad  on  said 
locality  and  premises,  he  was  acting  pursuant  to  the  direc- 
tions of  the  commissioners  and  overseers  of  highways  of  the 
town,  as  he  of  right  might  do.  It  is  not  necessary  to  refer 
more  particularly  to  the  next  answer.  It  is  equally  definite, 
and  extends  to  all  the  acts  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff. 
On  the  trial,  the  defendant  succeeded  in  justifying  all  his 
acts  upon  a  certain  strip  of  land,  by  showing  that  it  was  a 
highway ;  but  he  had  trespassed  outside  of  this  strip  of  land, 
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and  for  these  trespasses  he  had  do  justification^  and  three 
dollars  damages  were  allowed.  Which  of  the  parties  is  enti- 
tled to  costs  f  ^^  If  the  judgment  in  the  supreme  court  be  for 
the  plaintiff,  he  shall  recover  costs;  if  it  be  for  the  defendant, 
he  shall  recover  costs,  except  that  upon  a  verdict  he  shall 
pay  costs  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  judge  certify  that  the 
title  to  real  property  came  in  question  on  the  trial''  {Oode^ 
§61.) 

In  this  case  the  judgment  is  for  the  plaintiff,  and  he  is  enti- 
tled to  costs.  The  word  jttdgmentj  as  here  used,  means  a 
recovery  of  damages  by  the  plaintiff,  evidenced  by  the  ver- 
dict or  the  finding  and  decision  of  the  court,  entitling  the 
plaintiff  to  a  judgment. 

The  right  to  costs  is  to  be  determined  by  the  recovery, 
confining  the  parties  to  the  issue  touching  title. 

In  Burhans  agt.  TibbUs  (7  Haw.  Pr.  JR.  74),  Justice 
Wright  sajrs,  "that  when  the  section  speaks  of  a  recovery 
in  an  action  where  a  claim  of  title  arises,  it  means  that  such 
claim  of  title  shall  arise  on  the  entire  pleadings,  and  that  the 
recovery  BhaU  be  in  hostflity  to  such  daun." 

In  the  present  case,  the  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  is  in  hos- 
tility to  the  claim  of  title  set  up  by  the  defendant,  as  the 
defendant's  claim  of  title  was  not  limited  to  any  particular 
piece  of  land,  but  was  co-extensive  with  the  alleged  tres- 
passer 

EaU  agt.  Hodskins  (30  How.  Pr.  JS.  15)  is  in  point  in  this 
case.  In  that  case  the  action  was  trespass  for  breaking  and 
entering  the  close  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  answered 
that  the  acts  complained  of  were  done  in  and  on  a  certain 
road  which  .he  had  a  right  to  use.  On  the  trial,  the  defend- 
ant gave  evidence  tending  to  establish  a  road  across  the 
plaintiff's  close,  and  the  plaintiff  abandoned  any  claim  for 
damages  for  acts  committed  on  the  alleged  road,  but  claimed 
damages  for  the  trespasses  outside  of  the  road,  and  he  had  a 
verdict  for  S1.56.  At  special  term  it  was  decided  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  costs.    Upon  appeal  to  the  general 
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term,"  the  order  of  the  special  term  was  reversed,  and  costs 
were  given  to  the*  plaintiff.     The  case  contains  the  argu- 
ments of  counsel,  which  are  very  able  and  elaborate.     The 
opinion  of  the  court  is  by  Bockes,  J.    In  it  the  learned 
judge  fully  considers  and  ably  discusses  the  questions  pre- 
sented  in  that  case,  and  they  are  the  same  as  those  now  under 
consideration  in  the  present  case;    and  concurring  in  the 
views  taken  by  the  court  in  that  case,  I  do  not  think  it 
material  that  I  should  add  any  further  remarks.    It  may  be 
well  to  reiterate  what  is  said  in  the  opinion  in  that  case,  that 
if  the  defendant  wishes  to  justify  certain  of  the  alleged  tres- 
passes under  a  right  of  way,  he  should  describe  the  way, 
and  limit  his  justification  to  the  locus  in  quo  particularly 
described.     The  pleadings  now  in  a  justice's  court  are,  com- 
plaint, answer  and  demurrer,  and  no  other  are  allowed.   The 
issue  or  issues  must  be  framed  before  the  justice.    In  the 
present  case,  the  defendant  should  in  his  answer  have  care- 
fully described  the  highway,  and  limited  his  justification  to 
the  premises  so  described;  and  then,  as  to  all  alleged  tres- 
passes other  than  those  within  the  limits  described,  he  coul  J 
have  interposed  a  denial,  or  license,  or  any  defense  he  had 
other  than  title.    The  justice,  upon  the  giving  of  the  under- 
taking, would  dismiss  the  action  as  to  the  alleged  trespasses 
upon  the  close  embraced  by  the  answer  setting  lip  title,  and 
would  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  issues  touching  the  alleged 
trespasses  not  justified  by  the  plea  of  title,  in  case  the  plain- 
tiff should  decide  to  proceed  in  his  action  for  such  trespasses. 
If  the  plaintiff  should  not  claim  that  any  trespasses  were 
committed  outside  of  the  locus  particularly  described  by  the 
defendant,  then  the  action  would  be  dismissed  generally; 
and  I  think  the  plaintiff,  in  his  action  in  this  court,  would 
be  confihed  to  the  close  particularly  described  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  in  which  the  answer  and  defense  of  title  applied. 
In  this  way  no  diiBculty  can  arise.     The  defendant  must  see 
to  it  that  his  answer  in  the  justice's  court  is  not  too  broad. 
The  exception  contained  in  section  61,  to  wit.,  ^Hhat  upon 
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a  verdict,  he  (the  defendaot)  shall  pay  costs  to  the  plaintiff; 
unless  the  judge  certify  that  the  title  to  real  property  came 
in  question  on  the  trial/^  has  no  appUcation  to  the  present 
case.  This  embraces  costs  when  the  defendant  has  a  ver- 
dict. He  may  have  defeated  the  plaintiff  upon  grounds 
entirely  aside  from  any  question  of  "  title  to  real  property,'^ 
and  such  title  may  not  have  come  in  question  on  the  trial ; 
and  if  so,  he  shall  not  have  costs,  but  shall  pay  costs,  because 
he,  by  pleading  title  in  the  justice's  court,  caused  the  htiga- 
tion  to  be  removed  in  the  supreme  court.  This  was  not  a 
case  for  the  certificate  of  the  judge,  and  the  certificate  given 
has  no  effect  upon  the  question  of  costs. 

The  plaintiff's  motion  must  be  granted,  with  SIO  costs.* 

'^  Note.— This  case,  the  cue  of  Eall  agt  SodthiM  (SQ  Bow,  15),  and  the  caae  of 
Shall  agt  Green  (34  Bow,  4L8),  seem  to  establish  the  following  principles  and  rales, 
to  wit: 

1st  In  an  action  of  iretpau  quare  dautum  fregiit  brought  in  a  justice's  conrt,  the 
defendant  shoold  not  put  in  an  answer  of  general  denial^  unless  he  intends  to  josttf 7 
or  defend  his  acts  ns  to  the  entire  locus  in  quo. 

2d.  If  the  defendant  desires  to  jnstifj  or  defend  certain  of  the  alleged  trespasses 
nnder  a  right  of  way,  or  npon  a  portion  of  the  premises  only,  he  should  describe  the 
way,  or  sneh  portion  of  the  premises,  and  limit  his  jostiflcation  or  defense  to  tho 
loeiu  i»  9«o  particolarlj  described ;  and  then,  as  to  all  alleged  trespasses  other  than 
those  within  the  limits  described,  he  can  interpose  a  denial  or  license,  or  any  defense 
he  may  have  other  than  title. 

3d.  In  the  latter  case,  the  Jnstloe,  npon  the  giving  of  the  proper  undertaking, 
riiould  dismiss  the  action  as  to  the  alleged  trespasses  npon  the  dose  embraced  by  the 
answer  setting  up  title,  and  proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  other  issues  not  justified  or 
defended  by  plea  of  title,  in  ease  the  plaintiff  should  decide  thus  to  proceed. 

4th.  If  the  plaintiff  should  not  claim  that  any  trespasses  were  committed  outside 
of  the  locvM  t»igr«o  particularly  described  by  the  defendant  in  his  answer,  then  tne 
justice  should  dismiss  the  action  generally,  and  the  plaintiff,  in  his  action  in  the 
supreme  court,  would  be  confined  to  the  elote  particularly  described  by  the  defend- 
ant,  in  which  the  answer  or  defense  of  title  applies. 

5th.  The  issues  in  such  action  must  be  framed  befbre  the  justice,  where  no  other 
pleadings  than  a  complaint,  answer  and  demurrer  are  allowed.  And  it  lays  with 
the  defendant  to  limit  his  justificatioi)  or  defense  of  title  to  meet  his  own  views  in 
this  respect ;  he  can  make  the  issue  of  title  as  broad  or  as  narrow  as  he  chooses,  and 
must  take  the  oonsequences  of  raising  an  issue  against  his  adversary  which  he  can- 
not maintam. 

6th.  A  cause  of  action  for  tregpau  <m  land  is  different  from  one  of  tretpoit  quare 
tkmtHm  fregiL  In  the  former,  there  may  be  a  lawful  entry  on  the  land,  and  a  tres- 
pass oommitted  thereon  after  such  entry ;  and  a  gvMrol  dmial  in  the  answer  to  such 
action  would  not  necessarily  raise  the  question  of  title :  whereas,  in  the  latter  case, 
the  gist  of  the  action  is  an  unlawful  entry  npon  the  land,  and  to  anthorixe  a  recovery, 
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Trumbull. 

A  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  and  accepted,  "payable  in  United  States  gold  ooin,*' 
most  be  paid  in  gold,  or  its  eguivaUntj  if  paid  in  legal  tender  notes. 

We  have  two  standards  of  valne  recognized  by  law,  the  one  gold  and  silyer,  the 
other  paper;  either  is  a  legal  tender  for  a  debt,  and  a  contract  which  calls  for 
payment  in  gold,  calls  for  payment  in  a  cnrrenoy  recognized  by  law,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  law  or  in  reason  which  forbids  the  parties  from  making  snch  agree- 
ment; and  when  it  is  manifest  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  pay- 
ment  should  be  made  in  coin  instead  of  paper,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  coorts  to  carry 
into  effect  snch  intention. 

New  Torh  Special  Termy  Aprils  1868. 
AonoN  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  **  payable  in  United 
States  gold  coin,"  accepted  by  the  defendant. 

Barlow  &  Hyatt, /or  jp&itnfojf. 
Chapman  &  Scott,  for  defendant. 

MuLLm,  J.  The  general  term  in  the  first  district,  held, 
in  the  case  of  the  Banh  qf  the  Commonwealth  agt.  Van 
VlecJc  and  TucJcerj  in  December  last,  that  the  plaintiff,  who 

the  plaintiff  mnst  show  a  breach  of  the  dose ;  consequently,  a  general  denial  in  the 
answer  in  snch  action  necessarily  raises  the  question  of  title. 

7th.  The  exception  contained  in  the  61st  section  of  the  Code,  "  that  npon  a  verdict, 
he  (the  defendant)  shall  pay  costs  to  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  judge  caiify  that  the 
title  to  real  property  came  in  questioii  on  the  trial,"  embraces  only  caaes  where  the 
defendant  has  a  verdict ;  that  is,  he  may  defeat  the  plaintiff  npon  grounds  entirely 
aside  from  any  question  of  titie,  and  which  question  does  not  arise  on  the  trial,  then 
he  shall  not  have  costs,  but  shall  pay  costs,  because,  by  pleading  tiUe  in  the  justice's 
court,  he  causes  the  litigation  to  be  removed  to  the  supreme  court 

8th.  Where  the  defendant,  by  his  answer,  jostifies  the  trespass  npon  a  portion  of 
the  loeut  in  quo  particularly  described  by  him,  and  the  plaintiff  removes  the  whole 
action  into  the  supreme  court,  he  takes  the  risk  of  paying  costs  to  the  defendant 
where  he  fails  to  recover  for  tiie  trespasses  upon  the  portion  of  the  locus  in  quo  par- 
ticularly described  by  the  defendant,  although-  he  may  recover  less  than  $50  dam- 
ages for  trespasses)  on  other  parts  of  the  loau  in  quo.  The  latter  trespasses  should 
have  been  left  to  be  tried  before  the  justice.  It  would  be  otherwise  where  the 
entire  cause  of  action  should  be  removed  to  the  supreme  court  by  the  answer  of  title 
bv  the  defendant;  there  the  pliuntiff,  on  recovery  of  any  sum  upon  any  portion  of  the 
ocut  in  quOf  would  be  entitied  to  costs.— Bep. 
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had  loaned  to  the  defendant  $10,000  in  gold,  to  be  paid  in 
gold^  was  entitled  to  judgment  for  an  an  amount  equal  to 
the  value  of  the  gold  at  the  time  of  the  trial  in  legal  tender 
notes. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  case  before  me  claims  to  recover  judg- 
ment for  a  sum  in  currency  equal  to  S2,000  in  gold,  upon  a 
bill  of  exchange,  drawn  for  that  sum  in  Charlottetown,  in 
Prince  Edward's  Island,  by  A.  A.  McDonald  ^  Bro.,  on  the 
defendant,  payable  in  sixty  days  from  the  date  thereof,  and 
which  was  presented  to  and  accepted  by  the  defendant. 
The  bill  upon  its  face  is  payable  in  United  States  gold 
coin. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  cases  are  identical  in  principle ; 
and  whatever  my  own  views  of  the  law  might  be,  respect 
for  the  court  that  decided  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  Com- 
montoealth  agt.  Van  Vlech  and  Tucker  would  constrain  me 
to  follow  its  decision,  leaving  it  to  the  court  of  appeals  to 
reverse  the  judgment  if,  upon  more  full  examination,  it  shall 
be  found  to  be  erroneous. 

I  heard  this  case  in  that  district,  while  holding  court  at 
the  request  of  the  presiding  justice.  I  am  not,  therefore, 
at  liberty  to  disregard  a  decision  of  its  general  term  upon 
the  precise  question  presented  to  me  for  decision. 

I  cannot  leave  the  case,  however,  without  briefly  giving 
my  reasons  for  concurring,  as  I  do,  in  the  conclusion  at 
which  the  general  term  arrived  in  the  case  cited. 

The  constitutionality  of  the  legal  tender  act  is  not  open 
for  discussion  in  this  state,  since  the  decision  of  the  court 
of  appeals  in  the  case  of  the  Metropolitan  Bank  agt.  Van 
Byck  (27  N.  Y.  R.  400).  It  is  also  the  settled  law  of  the 
state  that  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  debts  contracted 
before  the  passage  of  the  legal  tender  act,  the  plaintiff  can 
only  recover  the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid,  without  any  allow- 
ance for  the  difference  in  value  between  gold  and  legal  ten- 
ders, notwithstanding  the  debtor  may  have  agreed  to  pay  it 
in  gold  or  silver  coin 
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It  must  be  considered,  also,  that  the  courts  of  this  coun- 
try that  have  been  called  to  pass  on  this  question,  have 
been  nearly  unanimous  in  holding  that  debts  contracted 
since  the  passage  of  the  legal  tender  act,  payable  by  the 
express  agreement  of  the  debtor  in  gold  and  silrer  coin, 
may  be  paid  by  the  same  amount  in  legal  tender  notes. 

A  contract  entered  into  prior  to  1 862  for  the  payment  of 
a  given  sum  of  money  in  gold  And  silver  coin,  reoetyed  the 
same  construction  as  it  would  have  received  had  the  words 
specifying  in  what  the  payment  should  be  made  not  been 
in  the  contract.  It  was  by  law  payable  only  in  gold  and 
silver  coin,  at  the  election  of  the  creditor,  if  that  provision 
had  not  been  incorparated  in  it ;  in  other  words,  it  was 
construed  as  if  it  read,  '^  payable  in  legal  currency."  When, 
therefore,  such  a  contract  was  to  be  satisfied  by  payment 
since  1862,  it  receives  the  same  construction,  and  is  paid  by 
an  equal  amount  of  legal  tender  notes.  This  construction 
of  the  contract  became  indispensable;  or  debtors  would, 
have  been  ruined,  and  the  business  of  the  country  destroyed. 

If  this  construction  had  practically  the  effect  of  taking 
from  the  creditor  a  portion  of  his  property,  it  operated  with 
equal  severity  upon  the  debtor ;  his  property  was  reduced 
in  value  in  the  same  proportion.  The  loss  fell  equally  upon 
all  classes.  It  was  a  part  of  the  price  we  had  to  pay  to 
save  the  republic.  Jt  operated  very  harshly  upon  the  for- 
eign creditor,  whose  debt  contracted  before  the  war,  and 
payable  in  this  country,  to  compel  him  to  accept  payment 
in  paper  in  lieu  of  gold  and  silver*  But  it  was  impossible 
to  have  one  rule  of  law  for  our  own  citizens  and  another  for 
foreigners ;  the  same  rule  of  construction  must  apply  to 
both,  and  hence  each  must  accept  the  same  measure  of  sat- 
isfaction« 

Every  contract  then  made  was  made  impliedly  if  not  ex- 
pressly subject  to  the  power  of  congress  to  make  paper 
instead  of  coin  a  legal  tender,  or  to  debase  the  coin  so  as  to 
render  it  of  no  more  value  than  the  same  amount  in  legal 
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tender  notes.  Whether  such  laws  are  just  or  wise,  is  a 
question  for  the  legislative  department,  and  with  which  the 
courts  of  the  country  have  nothing  to  do. 

Congress  did  not  see  fit  to  debase  the  gold  and  silver  coin 
of  the  country,  nor  has  it  repealed  the  law  making  gold  and 
silver  a  legal  tender  in  payment  of  debts,  but  it  has  secured 
a  similar  result  by  making  a  thing  of  inferior  value  of  equiv* 
alent  value  in  payment  of  debts.  The  debtor  is  no  longer 
obliged  to  pay  gold  and  silver,  and  the  creditor  is  obliged  to 
accept  government  notes  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt. 

The  intrinsic  difference  in  value  between  the  paper  made 
a  legal  tender  by  congress^  and  gold  and  silver^  is  recognized 
both  at  home  and  abroad.  Property  is  sold  in  our  own  and 
foreign  markets  at  one  price  for  gold^  and  for  another  in 
paper.  This  distinction  can  no  more  be  got  rid  of  than  can 
the  distinction  between  the  cotton  or  linen  out  of  which  the 
paper  is  manufactured  on  which  these  notes  are  printed,  and 
the  metal  out  of  which  the  coin  is  made. 

It  was  not,  I  apprehend;  the  intention  of  the  fnuners  of 
the  legal  tender  act  to  prohibit  the  making  of  contracts  pay- 
able in  coin.  The  necessities  of  commerce  require  that  such 
contracts  should  be  held  valid.  To  hold  that  they  cannot 
be  made  would  be  a  most  unwise  and  unnecessary  interfer* 
ance  witii  the  rights  of  the  citizen^  and  is  uncalled  for  by 
the  creditors  of  the  government,  or  the  necessities  of  the 
people. 

A  merchant  in  New  York  orders  from  a  manufacturer  in 
England,  $5,000  worth  of  cotton  goods ;  the  Englishman 
understands  this  to  mean  $5,000  worth  of  goods,  estimating 
the  dollar  as  a  dollar  in  gold ;  the  account  is  made  out  on 
this  basis.  If  the  sale  is  on  credit,  and  to  be  paid  in  this 
country,  the  seller  can  only  be  paid  by  $5,000  in  gold,  or 
their  equivalent. 

To  obtain  this  he  must  make  out  his  account  by  adding 
to  the  $5,000  the  amount  necessary  to  make  legal  tender 
notes  equal  to  gold.    Before  his  account  can  reach  this.cduftp-^^-^ 
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^^y  e^^^  ™^7  ^^^^  materially  increased  or  lessened  in  price. 
By  taking  the  value  of  gold  on  the  day  he  ships  the  goods^ 
he  may  subject  himself  to  a  loss,  if  gold  should  appreciate  in 
value  before  the  account  is  adjusted,  or  he  may  be  demand- 
ing more  than  the  purchaser  is  bound  to  pay  if  it  has  depre- 
ciated. If  he  leaves  the  amount  to  be  adjusted  by  the  pur- 
chaser^  a  door  is  open  for  misunderstanding  and  litigation* 
Between  countries  enjo3ring  the  advantages  of  telegraphic 
communication^  this  difficulty  may  not  arise,  but  there  is 
still  so  large  a  portion  of  the  world  with  which  we  have 
dealings  that  has  no  such  communication^  that  the  practical 
difficulty  exists  in  all  its  force. 

It  is  also  true  that  merchants  may  provide  by  these  con- 
tracts against  the  annoyance  to  which  I  have  referred.  But  the 
fewer  restrictions  upon  and  embarrassments  laid  in  the  way 
of  commercial  intercourse,  the  better.  Instead  of  subject- 
ing merchants-  to  this  uncertain  and  unsatisfactory  mode  of 
dealing,  why  not  permit  them  to  agree  that  an  indebtedness 
shall  be  payable  and  paid  in  gold  or  silver,  or  its  equivalent 
in  paper  ?  It  cannot  be  doubted  but  that  when  a  contract 
made  since  1862,  provides  for  payment  of  a  given  sum  in 
gold  coin,  that  is  the  intention  that  it  shall  be  thus  paid.  If 
the  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  govern,  what  right  have  the 
courts  to  disregard  it  and  compel  the  creditor  to  receive  a 
sum  less  than  it  was  the  imderstanding  and  intention  he 
should  receive  ? 

The  reasoning  of  the  judges  seems  to  be  that  when  the 
contract  is  to  be  performed  here,  the  amount  to  be  paid  by 
its  terms  must  be  understood  as  payable  in  legal  tender 
notes,  and  that  the  parties  cannot  agree  that  it  shall  be  paid 
in  coin.  If  it  is  legally  possible  for  parties  to  bind  them- 
selves thus  to  pay,  the  defendant  has  done  it  in  this  case  ; 
the  language  is  not  open  to  two  constructions,  and  the  in- 
tent is  perfectly  obvious.  To  reach  the  result  stated,  the 
courts  have  been  governed  by  the  doctrine  of  the  case  of 
Penney  agt.  Gleaeon  (5  Wend.  394).     In  that  case  the  de- 
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fendant's  agreement  was  to  pay  a  certain  number  of  dollars 
and  cents  in  salt,  at  a  price  named  per  barrel ;  the  court 
held  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract was  the  amount  named  in  the  contract,  and  not  the 
value  of  the  salt.  The  reason  of  the  chancellor  is,  that  by 
the  contract  the  defendant  had  an  election  to  deliver  the 
salt,  or  pay  the  amount  in  money ;  and  having  failed  to  de- 
liver the  salt  he  was  bound  to  pay  the  money. 

I  am  unable  to  perceive  that  the  decision  in  that  case  has 
any  application  to  this.  Salt  was  not  and  had  never  been  a 
standard  of  value.  Gold  has  been  and  is  by  law  a  legal 
standard  of  value.  The  price  of  salt  was  not  fixed,  but  fluc- 
tuated as  did  other  commodities  in  market.  Gold  has  not 
in  fact  varied  in  value.  The  paper  which  has  been  made  a 
legal  tender  in  payment  of  debts  has  varied,  and  because  it 
is  made  a  legal  tender,  and  gold  has  thereby  been  treated 
as  an  article  of  merchandise,  its  value  seems  to  fluctuate, 
whereas  it  is  that  of  the  paper  only  which  fluctuates.  That 
it  is  not  the  coin  that  changes  in  value,  is  proved  by  its 
being  received  in  payment  of  debts  in  foreign  countries  at 
the  same  valuation  it  received  before  the  act  of  1862,  and  is 
so  received  here  when  we  are  required  to  go  back  to  the 
gold  standard. 

We  know  that  the  value  of  the  American  gold  dollar  is 
to-day,  in  this  country  and  in  Europe,  of  the  same  value  it 
was  seven  years  ago,  and  that  value  is  not  changed  because 
we  have  established  another  and  wholly  fictitious  standard, 
with  respect  to  which,  and  with  respect  to  which  alone, 
its  value  has  changed. 

We  have,  as  I  have  already  suggested,  two  standards  of 
value  recognized  by  law,  the  one  gold  and  silver,  the  other 
paper ;  either  is  a  legal  tender  for  a  debt,  and  a  contract 
which  calls  for  payment  in  gold,  calls  for  pajrment  in  a  cur- 
rency recognized  by  law,  and  there  is  nothing  in  law  or  in 
reason  which  forbids  the  parties  making  such  an  agreement ; 
and  I  insist  that  when  it  is  manifest  that  it  was  the  inten- 
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tion  of  the  parties  that  payment  should  be  made  in  coin 
instead  of  paper,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  carry  into 
effect  such  intention. 

If  the  $2;000,  to  pay  which  the  bill  in  suit  was  drawn, 
were  borrowed,  the  borrower,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  received 
it  in  gold,  or  in  property  at  gold  prices. 

If  the  bill  does  not  provide  for  the  payment  of  $2,000  in 
gold,  will  any  oy  inform  me  how  the  lender  could  have 
framed  his  contract  so  as  to  secure  to  himself  payment  by  the 
drawee  of  that  sum  on  the  day  it  should  be  presented  for 
acceptance  or  payment  and  interest  f  As  I  have  attempted 
to  Illustrate  in  the  case  of  the  purchaser  of  the  goods  in  Eng- 
land, it  would  be  practically  impossible  to  fill  up  the  bill 
with  an  amount  which,  if  paid  in  currency,  would  exactly 
equal  the  same  number  of  dollars  in  gold.  He  might  trans- 
mit the  bill  in  blank  to  an  agent  to  fill  up  with  the  true 
amount  before  presentation,  or  he  might  draw  the  bill,  ^^  for 
such  sum  as  will,  on  the  day  of  presentation  for  payment,  be 
equal  to  $2,000  in  gold.'' 

But  when  the  bill  is  thus  drawn,  is  the  intention  of  the 
parties  any  more  clearly  expressed  that  the  bill  is  to  be  paid 
in  gold  or  its  eqmvalent,  than  when  it  i&  drawn  ^*  payable  in 
gold  coin  of  the  United  States  f " 

The  sum  named  in  a  bill  or  other  contract  is,  in  the 
absence  of  any  provision  to  the  contrary,  presumptively  pay- 
able in  whatever  is  at  the  time  a  legal  tender  in  payment  of 
debts ;  but  when  the  parties  designate  some  other  currency 
which  is  not  illegal,  it  is  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  have 
awarded  to  him  such  measure  of  damages  as  will  constitute 
payment  in  the  currency  intended,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
courts  to  award  it.  If  gold  and  silver  were  not,  both  in  law 
and  in  fact,  legal  currency  recognized  and  adopted  by  all 
classes  of  men,  there  might  be  some  excuse  for  treating  them 
as  if  they  were  articles  of  merchandise,  and  the  debtor  had 
the  right  to  pay  in  them  or  in  paper,  at  his  election.  But  so 
long  as  they  are  recogni2sed  as  currency,  debts  payable  in 
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them  should  be  enforced,  and  the  intention  of  the  parties 
should  have  effect. 

I  therefore  order  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for 
$2,925. 


•  »• 


UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  the  Matteb  of  Cubtis  Judsok,  a  Bankrupt. 

Where  a  iMmkrapt  1b  under  examination  before  a  register,  he  has  no  right  to  oonsnlt 
with  his  attorney  or  ooonsel  before  answering,  except  the  register  shall  see  good 
cause  for  allowing  it 

Southern  District  of  N&i/o  Torky  March,  1868. 

In  an  examination  of  the  above  named  bankrupt,  upon  the 
application  of  Thomas  Hope,  a  creditor,  under  section  26  of 
the  bankrupt  act,  general  orders,  rule  10 : 

This  quertion  has  arisen,  and  the  same  is  certified  to  his 
honor.  Judge  Blatchford,  with  the  facts.  The  counsel  for 
the  creditor  propounds  a  question  to  the  bankrupt  under 
examination,  and  requires  a  direct  answer.  The  counsel  for 
the  bankrupt  claims  the  right  to  counsel  with  and  to  prepare 
and  answer  for  the  bankrupt,  before  he  answers  the  question. 
To  this  the  counsel  for  the  creditor  objects,  and  claims  that 
the  bankrupt  is  .a  witness,  and  must  be  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, subject  to  the  same  rules  and  privileges  as  other 
witnesses. 

This  brings  up  the  question :  Can  a  bankrupt,  during  his 
examination,  consult  counsel,  and  have  his  advice  as  to  the 
answer  to  be  given,  or  have  the  answer  framed  for  him  by 
his  counsel,  or  can  he,  while  on  the  stand  as  a  witness, 
advise  with  or  consult  his  counsel  as  to  his  answer  t 

In  the  state  courts  in  this  state,  in  examination  under  sup- 
plementary proceedings,  a  practice  has  grown  up  of  allowing 
the  person  so  examined  to  have  counsel.  The  case  of  Levey 
agt.  Halsetf  (1  Duer^  589),  also  reported  in  1  Code  i2.,  N.  S.j 
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275;  is  cited  as  an  authority  for  such  practice^  but  the  deci- 
sion in  that  case  does  not  authorize  any  such  practice. 

By  the  act  of  congress,  July  16;  1862,  it  is  the  practice 
of  the  U.  S.  district  courts  to  follow  the  rules  of  the  respect- 
ive state  courts  in  regard  to  all  questions  of  evidence, 
and  the  examination  of  witnesses.  Since  the  act  of  July 
16th;  1862;  parties  to  the  action  or  proceedings  are  also 
witnesses. 

The  examination  of  a  party  to  an  action  or  proceeding  is  a 
recent  innovation  upon  the  common  law.  In  this  state,  in 
the  year  1818;  an  act  was  passed  authorizing  the  examina- 
tion of  a  plaintiff  as  a  witness;  in  certain  cases ;  again,  in  the 
year  1820;  making  plaintifis  competent  as  witnesses  in  cer- 
tain cases.  In  1835;  an  act  was  passed  whereby,  in  suits  on 
biUs  of  exchange  and  promissory  noteS;  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  the  testimony  of  any  defendant  as  a  witness.  A 
defendant  was  also  entitled  to  the  testimony  of  any  co-defend- 
ant as  a  witness.  In  1850;  the  act  relating  to  the  loss  of 
baggage  in  railroads  was  passed;  whereby  the  plaintiff;  in  an 
action  for  the  loss  of  baggage,  could  be  a  witness  and  prove 
the  loss  of  the  articles,  &c.;  &c. 

The  passage  of  the  act  of  1847;  authorizing  the  examina- 
tion as  a  witness  of  the  parties  to  the  action;  sections  1;  2 
and  3  were  as  follows: 

^'An  act  to  authorize  parties  in  civil  suitS;  at  their  election; 
to  obtain  the  testimony  of  the  adverse  party ;''  passed  1847; 
chapter  462,  page  630. 

"  §  1.  Any  party  in  any  civil  suit  or  proceeding,  either  in 
law  or  equity,  had  before  any  court  or  officer;  may  require 
any  adveL  party;  whether  complamant,  plaintiff;  petitioner 
or  defendant,  or  any  one  of  said  adverse  party,  any  and  every 
person  who  is  beneficially  interested  in  said  suit  or  proceed- 
ings, though  not  nominally  a  party,  to  give  testimony  xmder 
oath  in  such  suit  or  proceeding ;  and  such  adverse  party  may 
be  examined  orally;  or  under  a  commission;  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  persons  not  parties  to  such  suit  or  proceeding;  and 
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who  are  competent  witnesses  therein ;  and  such  parties  may 
be  subpoenaed  and  his  attendance  as  a  witness  compelled^  or 
he  may  be  examined  by  a  commission^  or  conditionally,  or 
his  testimony  perpetuated  in  the  same  manner  as  any  compe- 
tent witness. 

"  ^  2.  The  court  or  officer  before  whom  such  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding may  be  had  shall  have  power  to  dismiss  the  bill; 
petition  or  proceeding  of  any  party,  or  any  part  thereof,  with 
costs,  or  nonsuit  any  party,  or  strike  out  or  disregard  any 
defense,  or  any  part  thereof,  of  any  party  who  shall  refuse  to 
testify.  J 

"  ^  3.  Any  party  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  as  aforesaid 
shall  be  required,  to  entitle  him  to  examine  the  adverse 
party  as  a  witness  in  any  such  suit  or  proceeding,  to  sum- 
mon such  adverse  party  to  attend  the  trial  or  hearing  in  such 
suit  or  proceeding,  to  give  testimony  therein,  in  the  same 
mamier  as  the  attendance  of  witnesses  in  ordinary  cases.'' 

The  act  of  congress,  July  16th,  1862,  provides: 

^^  That  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  the  court  shall  be 

held  shall  be  the  rules  of as  to  the  competency  of 

witnesses  in  the  court  of  the  United  States." 

The  wife  of  a  party  to  the  action,  although  a  party  to  the 
suit,  could  not  be  compelled  to  testify  as  a  witness  by  the 
defendant  by  the  state  law  (5  Barb.  156) ;  but  by  the  act 
of  May  10,  1866,  she  now  can  be,  and  under  the  bankrupt 
act  she  can  be  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,  and  unless  she  testi- 
fies as  per  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act,  the  husband  can- 
not be  discharged. 

In  1849,  the  Code  of  Procedure  was  enacted.  By  section 
292,  a  judgment  debtor  could  be  examined  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  any  other  witness  by  that  act;  the  examination  of  a 
party  was  the  same  as  the  examination  of  a  witness.  Same 
by  all  the  previous  statutes. 

By  a  careful  perusal  of  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  law,  the 
act  of  this  state,  1847,  sections  1,  2  and  3,  and  of  section 
292  of  the  Code,  it  is  fair  to  infer  that  section  26  of  the 
Voifc  XXXV.  2 
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bankrupt  law^  as  well  as  general  orders  in  bankruptcy^  rule 
10,  were  founded  upon  the  act  of  New  York,  1847,  and  the 
Code,  section  292.  Consequently  the  same  rules  as  to  the 
taking  of  the  testimony  of  parties  to  an  action  or  proceeding 
should  govern  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  the  United 
States  district  courts.  The  bankrupt  is  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness at  the  instance  of  the^  creditor,  who  is  the  adverse 
party. 

The  examination  of  a  bankrupt  is  an  examination  in  open 
court,  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  must  of  necessity  be 
an  oral  examination ;  and  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
to  allow  the  bankrupt  counsel  on  an  examination,  even  the 
counsel  of  record  in  the  cause.  {Peaibody  agt.  Harman^  3 
Gray^  113.) 

I  hold  that  the  bankrupt  must  be  examined  as  a  witness, 
the  same  in  all  respects  as  if  examined  as  a  witness  in  any 
cause  on  trial  in  the  district  court  Counsel  may  raise  any 
objection,  or  take  any  exceptions,  the  same  as  at  a  trial  in 
the  district  court.  But  the  witness,  be  he  the  bankrupt  or 
any  other  witness,  cannot  during  such  examination  consult 
with  counsel,  or  receive  advice  or  suggestions  from  any 
person. 

The  counsel  for  the  bankrupt  should  be  allowed  to  exam- 
ine him  as  to  any  matter  pertment  to  his  examination  by  the 
creditor  (1  New  York  Legal  Observer ^  119),  or  as  to  any  mat- 
ter set  forth  in  the  schedules. 

Bankrupts  are  unwilling  witnesses.  Their  examination 
should  be  full,  fair  and  searching,  not  irrelevant  (Ex  parte 
LeggCy  17  Jurist,  415) ;  should  relate  to  all  matters  tending  to 
show  the  bankrupt  to  have  property  other  than  that  men- 
tioned in  the  schedules.  {Page  20  Mantial  of  the  U.  S.  Bank- 
nipt  Act,  and  the  cases  there  cited;  1  Duer,  589.)  He  must 
answer  all  questions  touching  or  concerning  his  property,  or 
any  question  tending  to  show  he  has  property,  interest  in 
property,  or  rights  in  action,  not  mentioned  in  his  schedules, 
as  required  by  the  bankrupt  act  and  rules  therein.     The 
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schedules  are  his  direct  examination,  and  his  examination  by 
the  assignee  or  creditor  is  a  cross-examination. 

In  this  case  the  bankrupt  is  attended  by  two  good  law- 
yersy  who  claim  the  right  to  consult  the  bankrupt  as  to  his 
answers,  and  to  frame  them  for  him,  and  cite  the  Patterson 
case.  {Internal  Bevenue  Becord,  vol.  6,  p.  165 ;  1  Duer^  589, 
and  Law  Eep.  514.)  Eegister  Dwight  held:  ^^That  in  his 
opinion  the  bankrupt  should  have  the  privilege  of  consulting 
with  his  counsel  while  under  examination,  provided  that 
such  consultation  does  not  cause  delay  in  the  proceedings." 
And  the  judge  held :  "  Within  the  limits  above  stated  by  the 
register,  that  is,  to  the  extent  of  allowing  to  the  bankrupt 
the  privilege  of  consulting  with  his  counsel  while  under 
examination,  provided  such  consultation  does  not  cause  delay 
in  the  proceedings,  the  register  is  the  proper  judge  of  the 
propriety  of  allowing  to  the  bankrupt  such  privileges,  and 
the  court  will  not  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  such  dis- 
cretion  in  ordinary  ca^es." 

In  this  case  I  hold  that  the  counsel^s  consultations  with 
the  bankrupt  during  the  examination,  and  also  in  part  pre- 
paring the  answer  of  the  bankrupt  ii  this  cause,  does  cause 
delay  in  the  proceedings,  also  hinders  and  impedes  the  pro- 
ceedings, causing  much  delay,  but  not  more  so  than  consul- 
tations vnth  counsel  and  the  preparation  of  answers  neces- 
sarily require.  To  the  courts  allowing  counsel  to  the  bank- 
rupt on  his  examination,  counsel  for  the  creditor  is  strenu- 
ously opposed,  citing  3  Grayy  113,  as  authority  to  the  con- 
trary, and  it  is  evident  that  if  the  bankrupt  can  have  counsel 
to  prepare  his  answers  to  the  questions  asked  him,  the  exam- 
ination must  be  greatly  impeded  and  the  examination  pro- 
longed to  an  intolerable  length,  the  examination  of  the  bank- 
rupt becomes  the  examination  of  his  counsel,  which  would 
at  once  defeat  the  intention  of  the  law  and  render  the  exami- 
nation of  a  bankrupt  under  section  26  of  the  bankrupt  act  a 
mere  farce.  Some  rale  should  be  adopted  whereby  the 
rights  of  a  bankrupt  under  examination  should  be  defined 
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and  definitely  settled,  and  the  way  in  which  a  bankrupt 
should  be  examined  minutely  specified. 

In  this  case  I  hold  the  examination  of  the  bankrupt  under 
section  26  of  the  act  and  general  orders,  rule  10,  shall  be 
conducted  in  all  respects  before  me  at  the  chambers  of  this 
court,  as  if  the  cause  was  in  progress  of  trial  before  the 
judge  of  the  district  court. 

That  the  bankrupt,  Curtis  Judson,  must  take  the  stand  as 
a  witness,  must  answer  the  questions  without  advice  or  con- 
sultation with  any  person  while  on  the  stand  as  such  wit- 
ness. And  that  the  bankrupt  cannot  consult  with  his  coun- 
sel, or  with  any  one,  while  on  the  stand  as  a  witness,  as  to 
the  way  or  manner  he  shall  answer  the  questions  put  to  him. 

Since  writing  the  above  decision,  I  have  seen  the  opinion 
of  Judge  Lowell,  United  States  district  court,  Mass.,  in  the 
matter  of  Edward  P.  Tanner.  The  court  held  that  a  bank- 
rupt under  examination  has  no  right  to  consult  with  his 
counsel  except  when  the  magistrate  before  whom  the  exami- 
nation is  conducted  has  good  cause  for  allowing  it.  (Vol.  1 
Bankrupt  Begislerj  p.  69.)  His  opinion  is  very  full  and  cov- 
ers the  point  taken  in  this  case  by  the  counsel  for  the  bank- 
rupt. 

The  counsel  for  the  bankrupt  except  to  the  ruling  of  the 
register,  and  ask  that  the  same  be  certified  to  your  honor. 
Eespectfully  submitted. 

JOHN  FITCH,  Begister. 

Blatghford,  J.  I  have  carefully  examined  the  decision 
of  Judge  Lowell  in  the  case  of  Tanner  and  concur  fully  in 
his  views  in  all  respects  as  there  expressed. 

The  clerk  will  certify  this  decision  to  the  register,  John 
Fitch,  Esq.— March  11,  1868. 

The  following  is  the  opinicn  of  Judge  Lowell  above  re- 
ferred to : 
Lowell,  J.    The  register,  by  agreement  of  the  parties. 


KEW  TOBK  PBAOnOE  BEPOBXa  21 

Matter  of  Jadaon. 

has  certified  the  question  whether  a  bankrupt,  upon  his  ex- 
amination  under  section  26^  has  a  right  to  answer  by  the 
mouth  of  his  attorney.  The  law  at  section  26  provides  for 
an  examination  of  the  bankrupt  in  writings  as  to  all  mat- 
ters concerning  his  trade  dealings^  debts,  property,  &c.  It 
is  plain,  upon  the  whole  tenor  of  the  section,  that  the  exami- 
nation may  be  had  before  the  court  or  before  a  register,  and 
that  the  debtor  is  to  be  personally  present,  and  to  make 
answer  substantially  like  a  witness,  and  not  merely  to  have 
interrogatories  filed  or  propounded  after  the  manner  adopted 
in  equity  and  admiralty  in  certain  cases.  Whether  the  re- 
quirement that  it  shall  be  in  writing,  means  that  the  ques- 
tions shall  always  be  in  writing,  if  required  by  either  party 
I  do  not  now  decide,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  intended  that 
the  bankrupt  himself  or  his  attorney  shall  write  the  answers, 
but  merely  that  the  deposition  shall  be  reduced  to  writing 
and  signed  by  the  bankrupt. 

Since  the  examination  may  extend  to  the  bankrupt's 
whole  business  life,  and  may  involve  large  interests  of  him- 
self and  his  &mily,  and  of  other  persons  who  have  dealt 
with  him,  he  should  have  every  proper  facility  for  refreshing 
his  recollection  and  for  making  true  and  careful  answers. 
He  may  need  to  consult  books  and  papers,  and  sometimes, 
no  doubt,  to  consult  counsel,  but  it  seems  to  me  impossible 
to  lay  down  any  general  or  peremptory  rule  of  law  govern- 
ing such  consultations. 

In  an  early  case  under#the  insolvent  law  of  Massachusetts, 
the  supreme  judicial  court  is  said  to  have  held  that  the  in- 
solvent is  absolutely  entitled  to  this  privilege.  The  case  is 
very  briefly  reported,  and  without  reasons  given,  but  it  has 
been  accepted  and  acted  upon  ever  since.  {Ex  parte  Wind- 
sar  8  Law  Se^porter.)  The  practice  which  has  followed  this 
adjudication  has  been,  as  I  believe  the  bar  will  generally 
concede,  unfavorable  to  the  ascertainment  of  the  truth  in 
these  investigations,  by  reason  of  the  great  labor  and  delay 
of  proceeding  in  that  mode,  and  there  is  some  reason  to  be- 
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lieve  that  if  the  question  were  new,  the  same  court  might 
now  decide  it  differently;   for,  in  Peahody  agt.  Hannon  (3 
Gray,  113,)  they  refused  this  privilege  to  a  creditor  under 
examination  in  support  of  his  debt,  and  many  of  the  reasons 
for  the  decision  apply  with  great  force  to  all  examinations ; 
and  the  rule  there  laid  down,  that  such  matters  must  be  left 
to  the  judgment  of  the  examining  magistrate,  appears  to  me 
to  be  of  general  application.    It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that 
a  register  will  deny  the  bankrupt,  or  a  witness,  such  reason- 
able opportunity  to  see  his  books  and  papers,  and  to  consult 
concerning  his  rights,  as  will  enable  him  to  answer  under- 
standingly,  and  with  all  proper  reservations,  the  questions 
that  may  be  asked  him.    In  England,  Lord  Chancellor  Habd- 
wiCKE  refused  to  make  a  peremptory  order  in  a  similar  case, 
but  recommended  that  the  petitioner  (a  woman)  should  be 
allowed  the  privilege.     {Ex  parte  ParsanSj  1  Atk.  204,  and 
see  Ex  parte  Bland^  Id.  205.)     And  such  appears  to  have 
remained  the  rule  of  practice  there.     (1  Christian  Banh- 
ruptcy  LaWy  885,  1  Mont,  and  Ayrt.  B.  L.  385,  2d  Ed.)     I 
do  not  say  that  on  a  motion  to  commit  for  not  answering, 
or  in  some  other  mode,  the  judgment  of  the  register  might 
not,  in  some  cases  be  received ;  but  that  there  is  no  general 
rule  of  law  to  be  laid  down  upon  the  subject,  and  that,  as  a 
matter  of  practice,  it  is  highly  inconvenient  that  one  should 
be  adopted  which  should  tend  to  mischievous  delay  without 
any  corresponding  advantage.     The  questions  to  a  bankrupt 
are  usually  concerning  matters  of  fact,  and,  in  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  cases,  involve  nothing  requiring  advice  or  consulta- 
tion ;  and  the  presence  of  counsel  with  the  right  to  object 
to  improper  questions,  and  to  uphold  the  rights  of  the  bank- 
rupt in  substantially  the  same  manner  that  he  would  do  if 
his  client  were  called  on  the  stand  as  a  witness  in  his  own 
cause  in  any  other  court,  and  with  the  further  reserved  right 
to  advise  with  him  concerning  his  answers,  when  the  regis- 
ter can  see  cause  therefor,  meets,  as  it  seems  to  me,  all  the 
requirements  of  justice  in  this  regard. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS, 

Charles  King,  Edwabd  J,  King  and  Sylvester  Brush, 
respondents  agt.  Willum  H.  Platt,  Spencer  C.  Platt 
and  Nathan  C,  Platt,  executors  of  Nathan  C,  Platt, 
deceased,  appellants. 

Although  ti public  judicial  mU  of  Taloable  city  lots  is  not  yoid  because  it  takes  place 
on  an  deetian  day  of  a  city  chaster  election,  yet,  where  it  appears  that,  in  addition  to 
the  fiict  that  the  sale  was  made  on  a  day  most  nnfavorable  to  a  huge  gathering, 
and  after  a  written  notice  to  the  referee  from  the  defendant,  the  person  to  be  most 
affiMted  by  it,  that  he  wonld  consider  it  **anjnst  and  oppressive;"  that  the  Iota 
were  sold  in  an  order  contrary  to  the  defendant's  directions  and  wishes,  and  appa- 
rently detrimental  to  his  interests,  and  nndcr  circumstances  which  gave  rise  to 
apprehensions  that  free  competition  was  interfered  with,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside 
and  a  re- sale  ordered. 

September  Termj  1867. 

The  action  was  brought  in  February,  1861,  to  compel  the 
specific  performance  by  Nathan  C.  Platt,  the  original  defend- 
ant, since  deceased,  and  now  represented  in  the  action  by  the 
present,  defendants,  of  an  agreement  to  purchase  real  estate 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  which  agreement  was  made  Sep- 
tember 6,  1860.  The  defendant  not  having  complied  with 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  out- 
standing judgments  unsatisfied  existed  as  a  lien  upon  the 
property,  and  not  having  answered  the  complaint,  judgment 
was  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintifis,  on  the  15th  of  March, 
1862.  By  this  judgment  it  was  determined  that  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  money  unpaid,  with  interest,  was  $78,412.60, 
and  it  directed  the  defendant  to  complete  the  purchase 
within  ten  days,  by  paying  the  costs  of  suit,  Ac,  and 
$22,160.60  of  the  purchase  money  due,  and  to  execute  and 
deliver  his  bond  and  a  mortgage  on  the  premises  for  $56,250, 
payable  October  6, 1866,  with  semi-annual  interest ;  and  that 
in  de&ult  of  so  doing,  the  premises  should  be  sold  at  public 
auction,  and  that  the  defendant  should  be  liable  for  any 
deficiency  that  might  occur  on  such  sale. 
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The  defendant  did  not  appeal  firom  this  judgment,  nor  com- 
ply with  the  terms  thereof.  Accordingly,  the  premises  were 
advertised  for  sale,  mider  the  terms  of  the  judgment,  on  the 
18th  November,  1862,  and  the  same  were  sold  at  public  auc 
tion  on  December  2,  1862,  when  the  property  was  bought 
in  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  plaintifis,  at  a  price  which  left  a 
deficiency  of  about  $10,000  against  the  defendant ;  and  on 
December  22,  1862,  the  premises  were  conveyed  by  the 
referee  on  the  sale  to  the  plaintiffi,  the  report  having  been 
duly  confirmed. 

On  February  12,  1863,  the  defendant  procured  an  order 
requiring  the  plaintifis  to  show  cause  why  the  sale  shoidd 
not  be  set  aside  and  a  re-sale  ordered.  The  affidavits  to  sus- 
tain this  order,  and  the  motion  made  thereon,  disclosed  the 
foUowing  causes  or  grounds  of  complaint: 

1.  That  the  sale  was  made  on  the  day  of  a  charter  election 
in  the  city  of  New  YorL 

2.  That  the  auctioneer  named  in  the  notice  of  sale  did  not 
personally  officiate  at  its  commencement, 

3.  That  the  price  bid  was  inadequate. 

4.  That  the  plaintiffs  approached  bidders  at  the  sale,  and 
deterred  them  from  bidding,  and  prevented  competition. 

The  counter  allegations  denied  Nos.  3  and  4  of  these 
charges,  and,  on  the  hearing  of  the  motion  at  special  term,  it 
was  referred  to  a  referee  "  to  take  proof  whether  any,  and  if 
so,  what  induceqaents,  communications  or  representations 
were  made  or  held  out  by.  the  plaintifis  or  their  agents,  or  in 
their  behalf,  or  by  the  referee,  to  deter  or  prevent  bidding  at 
the  sale. 

On  the  coming  in  of  the  report  made  in  pursuance  of  said 
order,  and  on  the  18th  December,  1863,  the  motion  was 
denied. 

On  an  appeal  to  the  general  term,  the  order  of  denial  was 
affirmed,  January  23,  1865. 

The  defendant  now  comes  to  this  court,  on  appeal  firom 
the  order  of  the  general  term. 
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William  R.  Martik  and  James  EmotT;  for  ajppeJlants. 
John  H.  Reynolds,  far  respondents. 

FuLLERTONy  J.  The  sale  of  the  defendant's  property  was 
not  void  because  it  took  place  on  the  day  of  the  charter  elec- 
tion in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  statute  provides  that  no  court  shall  be  open  or  trans- 
act any  business,  in  any  city  or  town,  on  the  day  of  elections 
for  other  than  town  or  militia  officers.  (1  B.  S.  6th  ed.  p. 
418,  %%  4  and  5.) 

A  judicial  sale,  although  conducted  by  one  of  the  officers 
of  the  court,  and  under  its  direction,  is  not  the  business  of  a 
court,  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute.  The  object  of  the 
law  referred  to  undoubtedly  was  to  remove  all  obstacles 
which  might  necessarily  interfere  with  the  free  exercise  of 
the  elective  franchise.  If  the  ordinary  business  of  the  courts 
were  permitted  on  election  days,  the  attendance  of  witnesses 
and  jurors  could  be  compelled  by  compulsory  process,  and  in 
that  way  they  could  be  forcibly  kept  from  the  polls. 

It  was  to  avoid  such  an  evil  that  the  statute  was  passed* 
A  judicial  sale  of  valuable  property  on  an  election  day,  pre- 
senting a  tempting  opportunity  for  gain,  might  induce  sordid 
men  to  forego  the  privilege  of  electors  in  order  to  promote 
their  private  interests ;  but  their  action  would  be  voluntary, 
and  freedom  of  action  was  all  the  law  intended  to  secure. 

The  propriety  of  a  forced  judicial  sale  ot  a  large  and  valu- 
able property  on  an  election  day,  when  public  attention 
would  necessarily,  to  a  great  extent,  be  turned  to  other 
objects,  after  a  written  notice  from  the  person  who  was  to 
be  most  affected  by  it  that  he  would  consider  it  ^^ unjust  and 
oppressive,"  was,  at  least,  very  questionable,  and  although 
not  of  itself,  perhaps,  sufficient  to  warrant  the  court  in  set- 
ting aside  the  sale,  yet,  in  connection  with  the  other  facts 
disclosed  in  this  case,  cannot  fail  to  create  in  the  mind  an 
influence  unfavorable  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  property  which  was  the  subject  of.  this  sale  consisted 
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of  eight  lotSy  situate  on  the  corner  of  Fifth  avenue  and  Fifty- 
niuth  street,  in  New  York  city,  at  one  of  the  entrances  to  the 
Central  Park. 

The  order  in  which  these  lots  should  be  sold  was  consid- 
ered by  the  defendant  a  matter  of  interest  to  him,  and,  con- 
sequently, on  the  day  of  sale,  he  made  a  written  request  that 
the  coTTier  lot,  which  was  conceded  to  be  the  most  valuable, 
should  be  sold  first.  This  request  was  made  with  the  view 
to  cause  the  property  to  bring  the  largest  price,  and  was, 
therefore,  a  proper  and  reasonable  one.  It  was  not,  however, 
acceded  to,  and  the  lots  were  sold  in  a  different  order.  I 
have  examined  the  papers  in  this  case  with  care,  to  see  what 
reason  was  assigned  or  could  have  existed  for  this  course,  and 
I  have  been  unable  to  find  any  that  is  satisfactory.  The 
referee  who  sold  the  property  states  in  his  affidavit  that  ^^  in 
the  exercise  of  his  discretion"  he  caused  the  premises  to  be 
sold  in  parcels,  and  in  the  order  adopted  at  the  sale. 

That  the  referee  acted  in  good  fidth,  so  far  as  his  action  is 
concerned,  his  well  known  character  for  integrity  leaves  no 
room  to  doubt ;  but  no  reason  for  believing  that  the  sale  of 
the  corner  lot  first,  as  requested,  would  have  been  detrimental 
to  the  sale,  having  been  furnished  by  the  affidavits,  or  sug- 
gested on  the  argument,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  referee's 
discretion  was  exercised  unwisely.  That  the  defendant's 
request  was  made  in  good  faith,  and  founded  on  the  belief 
that,  if  granted,  it  would  have  increased  the,  amount  which 
the  whole  property  would  have  brought,  cannot  be  doubted, 
and  in  that  opinion  he  is  sustained  by  six  other  persons  who 
are  experienced  in  the  sale  of  property  of  a  like  character  in 
the  city  of  New  York. 

The  case,  therefore,  resolves  itself  into  just  this:  that 
while  the  sale  of  the  comer  lot  first  could  do  no  hamty  there 
was  good  reason  to  believe  that  it  would  result  in  a  benefit. 
Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  difficult  to  arrive  at  any  other 
conclusion  than  that  the  defendant  was  unfairly  dealt  with. 
Whatever  chance  there  was,  however  slight,  that  the  order 
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of  sale  he  requested  should  be  adopted  would  prove  bene- 
ficial, he  was  entitled  to,  and  to  deprive  him  of  it  was  a  con- 
structive fraud. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiflfe,  expressing  the  opinion  that  the  property  would 
have  brought  no  more  than  it  did  if  the  comer  lot  had  been 
sold  first;  yet  I  can  see  no  good  reason  for  not  trying,  at  the 
least,  a  harmless  experunent,  to  gratify  a  reasonable  request 
of  a  faihng  and  unfortunate  debtor,  which  he  thought  would 
result  to  his  advantage. 

I  do  not  agre.e  with  the  learned  counsel  for  the  motion 
that  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  determine  the  order  of 
sale,  and  the  authorities  quoted  do  not  sustain  that  position. 
But,  in  the  absence  of  all  directions  by  the  court,  the  defend- 
ant has  a  right  to  be  heard  on  the  subject,  his  suggestions 
considered,  and  if  for  the  best,  followed. 

But  in  the  light  of  the  other  facts  in  this  case,  it  is  difficult 
to  believe  that  the  refusal  to  accede  to  the  request  was  the 
result  of  indifference  or  mere  caprice.  The  plaintiff's  bought 
the  whole  of  the  property  at  the  sale.  Their  right  to  do  so, 
of  course,  is  not  disputed. 

If  it  were  fairly  done,  without  any  undue  advantage,  a 
court  of  equity  could  not  interfere  with  the  sale.  But,  ba- 
sides  matters  already  considered,  there  are  facts  disclosed  in 
the  papers  which  give  rise  to  serious  doubts  as  to  the  entire 
fairness  of  the  plaintiffi'  conduct  of  the  sale. 

From  the  whole  evidence,  it  satisfactorily  appears  that  the 
plaintiffs  manifested  a  desire,  before  the  sale,  to  purchase  the 
whole  of  the  property,  and  resorted  to  the  means  necessary 
to  accomplish  their  object. 

Baynor,  who  sustained  intimate  friendly  and  business  rela- 
tions with  the  plaiDtifis,  and  who  acknowledged  that  he 
would  have  the  selling  of  the  property  as  broker,  in  case  the 
plaintifis  should  purchase  it,  said  to  a  bidder  at  the  sale,  that 
he  could  purchase  the  property  in  one  parcel,  after  the  sale^ 
upon  better  terms  than  he  could  get  it  tlMfn  by  bidding. 
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Raynor  also  testified  that  he  made  this  communication  at 
the  request  of  one  of  the  plaintiffiu 

That  this  had  a  tendency  to  prevent  competition  at  the 
sale  can  hardly  be  denied;  and  whether  this  effect  was  de- 
signed or  not,  it  is  equally  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  sale. 

There  is  other  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  sale  was 
chilled  by  the  course  pursued  by  the  plaintifis ;  but  it  is  im- 
necessary  to  pursue  the  subject  further. 

The  sale  having  been  made  against  the  defendabt's  re- 
monstrance^ on  a  day  most  unfavorable  to  a  large  gathering, 
and  the  lots  having  been  sold  in  an  order  which  induces  a 
reasonable  belief  that  it  was  detrimental  to  the  defendant's 
interest;  and  under  circumstances  which  give  rise  to  appre- 
hensions that  free  competition  was  interfered  with,  it  ought 
not  to  stand. 

Whilst  the  court  secures  to  the  creditor  his  just  demand, 
and  sequestrates  the  property  of  the  debtor  to  satisfy  it,  it 
still  sedulously  guards  his  interests  in  all  the  various  steps 
taken  leading  to  a  sale  of  his  property.  The  unfortunate 
debtor  is  not  beneath  its  protection.  It  will  not  tolerate 
the  slightest  undue  advantage  over  him,  even  by  pursuing 
the  strict  forms  of  law,  or  positive  rules  {Story* s  Equity  Jur, 
^  239.) 

Occupying  a  position  of  advantage,  it  behooved  the  plain- 
tiffs to  pursue  their  remedy  with  scrupulous  care,  lest  they 
should  inflict  an  injury  on  one  who  was  comparatively  pow- 
erless. 

A  court  of  equity  justly  scrutinizes  the  conduct  of  a  party 
placed  by  the  law  in  a  position  where  he  possesses  the  power 
to  sacrifice  the  interests  of  another  in  a  manner  which  may 
defy  detection,  and  stands  ready  to  afford  relief  on  very 
slight  evidence  of  unfair  dealing,  whether  it  is  made  neces- 
sary by  moral  turpitude,  or  only  by  a  mistaken  estimate  of 
others'  rights. 

I  feel  quite  convinced  that  sufficient  reasons  exist  for  set- 


NEW  YOBE  PBAOnOE  BEPOBTS.  29 

King  agt.  Piatt 

ting  aside  this  sale^  and  that  justice  will  be  subserved  by 
doing  BOy  for  it  cannot  result  in  a  loss  to  the  plaintifis. 

The  rights  of  third  parties  do  not  intervene^  and  the  plain- 
tiffs have  a  lien  for  the  taxes  and  assessments  they  have  paid. 
{Cortright  agt,  Oarfy,  23  Barb.  490.)  A  resale  will  probably 
result  in  satisfying  the  judgment  and  all  the  outlays  of  the 
plaintifis^  and  that  is  all  they  can  reasonably  ask. 

If  the  parties  fail  to  agree  upon  the  order  in  which  the 
property  shall  be  sold,  either  party  can  apply  to  the  court 
for  instructions  to  the  referee  {CoUier  Sigt.  Whipple^  13 
Wend..  229.) 

The  orders  of  the  general  and  special  terms  should  be  r^ 
versed,  the  sale  set  aside,  and  a  resale  ordered. 

All  concur  except  Pabkeb,  J. 

Pabeeb,  J.  (dissenting.)  This  was  an  application  to  the 
supreme  court  to  set  aaide  a  sale  of  real  estate  had  under  a 
judgment  in  the  action,  which  was  for  a  specific  perform- 
ance, and  for  a  resale  of  the  premises,  on  the  grounds  that 
the  sale,  which  was  in  the  city  of  New  York,  waa  made  on 
the  day  of  the  charter  election  of  that  city;  that  the  referee 
refused  to  sell  the  lots  in  the  order  requested  by  the  defend- 
ant ;  and  that  the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  to  bid  off  the  prem- 
ises himself,  discouraged  bidders  from  bidding,  whereby  he 
was  enabled  to  purchase  the  property  at  less  than  its  value. 

The  sale  cannot  be  pronounced  irregular  because  held  on 
the  day  of  the  charter  election,  for  the  prohibition  of  the 
statute  against  the  transaction  of  business  by  courts  upon 
the  day  of  election  does  not  extend  to  judicial  sales.  The 
circumstance  of  a  sale  being  held  upon  that  day,  against  the 
remonstrances  of  the  defendant,  may  be  an  element  in  a  case 
made  for  setting  it  aside  as  unreasonably  conducted,  when, 
in  consequence  of  such  election,  bidders  did  not  attend,  and 
the  property  for  such  reason  failed  to  bring  a  fair  price.  But 
no  such  facts  appear  in  this  case. 

The  refusal  to  sell  the  lots  in  the  order  requested  by  the 
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defendant  is,  in  verityy  no  reason  for  setting  aside  the  sale. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  referee  abused  his  discretionary 
authority  in  regard  to  the  order  of  selling,  or  that  the  defend- 
ant is  harmed  by  such  refusal  The  only  subject  of  inquiry 
is,  whether  the  plaintiff  so  interfered  as  to  prevent  or  dis- 
courage bidders  from  bidding,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

The  evidence,  I  think,  comes  short  of  showing  any  such 
interference.  It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  allegation  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  whole  evidence,  without  any  contrar 
diction,  shows  that  the  property  brought  all  it  was  worth. 
Not  a  single  witness  swears  that  he  would  have  been  willing, 
on  the  day  of  sale,  to  ffve  more  for  the  property  than  it 
brought  on  the  sale. 

Several,  it  is  true,  speak  in  general  terms  of  its  having 
been  sold  at  low  prices,  and  two  say,  if  it  were  "«(wr" — 
that  is,  at  the  time  of  swearing,  which  was  some  months 
after  the  sale— -put  up  at  auction,  it  would  bring  consider- 
ably more  than  it  did  bring  on  the  sale. 

But  it  is  shown  that  between  the  day  of  sale  and  the  time 
thus  spoken  of,  gold  had  advanced  from  131  to  150  and 
more,  and  that  real  estate  had  risen  in  the  market  from  that 
cause,  as  well  as  from  an  increased  desire  to  invest  in  it. 
The  sale  was  fairly  conducted,  and  the  property  brought  all 
it  was  worth.  The  defendant  should  not  now  be  permitted 
to  speculate  out  of  the  rise  of  property,  after  having  omit- 
ted to  take  any  measures  to  have  the  lots  bid  in  for  his  own 
on  the  day  of  sale. 

The  order  denying  his  motion  was  properly  affirmed  by 
the  supreme  court,  at  general  term ;  and  the  order  of  affirm- 
ance should  here  be  affirmed  with  $10  costs. 

Reversed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Richard  M.  HenbY;  respondent  agt. 

Chables  G.  CoBNELLy  appellant. 

No  member  of  a  municipal  corporation  has  the  right  to  a  generaX  inspection  of  all 
doeiunents  in  the  hands  of  any  corporate  official,  at  all  times  and  from  any  motivei 
or  with  any  object  or  interest,  irrespective  of  the  iiiict  whether  he  has  any  per- 
sonal interest  in  such  documents,  or  any  information  to  be  derived  therefix>m. 

8ach  general  inspection  can  be  had  only  where  the  member  has  a  private  or  per- 
sonal in  snch  doonmenta  or  the  information  to  be  derived  therefrom. 

And  this  role  applies  to  a  corporator  who  is  also  a  member  of  a  public  association 
organized  within  the  municipal  corporation,  and  who  makes  application  for  such 
inspection  on  behalf  of  such  association.    [Reversing  this  casSf  32  Sow,  149.)    » 

New  York  General  Termy  Aprils  1868. 

Presenti  BarnabD;  P.  J. ;  Inorahah  and  Cardozo^  Jus- 
tices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  at  special  term  granting  a  writ  of 
peremptory  mandamus  in  this  case. 

The  relator^  Richard  M.  Henry^  obtained  from  Mr.  Justice 
George  G.  Barnard^  an  alternative  mandamus  to  Charles 
G.  Cornell,  street  commissioner  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
commanding  the  latter  to  permit  the  relator  to  see  and 
inspect  certain  contracts  and  vouchers  on  file  in  the  street 
department  of  said  city,  or  show  cause  to  the  contrary 
thereof.  The  relator's  affidavit  showed  that  he  was  a  citi- 
zen of  .said  city,  and  a  member  of  the  corporation,  ''The 
mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York  j 
that  Cornell  Was  an  officer  of  said  corporation,  being  the 
head  of  the  street  department,  a  department  of  the  govern- 
ment of  said  corporation;  that  said  Cornell,  as  such  street 
commissioner,  had  in  his  custody  certain  contracts  for  various 
public  works  done  under  his  direction,  and  certain  vouchers 
for  payment  of  the  public  moneys  of  said  corporation  made 
for  such  works ;  that  the  relator  had  the  right,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  said  corporation,  to  see  and  inspect  all  such  contracts 
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and  vouchers,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  said  Coraell  to 
exhibit  them  to  any  member  of  the  corporation ;  that  the 
relator  had  applied  to  said  Cornell  in  August,  1866,  for  per- 
mission to  see  such  documents^  which  was  refused  by  said 
Cornell. 

The  street  commissioner  repUed  by  a  return,  statmg  that 
he  was,  and  always  had  been,  willing  to  show  such  docu- 
mentSy  but  that  the  relator  had .  demanded  them  as  the 
attorney  of  the  citizens'  association,  and  claimed  the  right 
to  take  them ;  that  he  denied  the  right  of  the  relator  to  see 
them ;  that  such  documents  were  in  danger  of  destruction 
or  mutilation^  if  they  must  be  exhibited  to  any  and  every 
person ;  that  to  afford  all  the  members  of  the  corporation 
the  right  to  inspect  the  files  and  records  of  his  office  would 
require  additional  offices  and  an  additional  staff  of  clerks 
beyond  those  allowed  by  law ;  that  the  relator  must  show 
some  private  personal  interest  in  such  documents  before  he 
should  see  them. 

EiCHARD  O'GoBMAir,  coufisel  to  the  corporation  far  appel- 
lant. 

The  question  for  the  court  in  thii  case  ia  this: 

Has  any  member  of  a  mnnidpal  corporation  the  right  to  a  general  inspection  of 
■11  doonmeuta  in  the  hands  of  any  corporate  oifieial,  at  all  timeSi  and  from  any  mo* 
tive,  or  with  any  object  or  interest,  irrespective  of  the  fact  whether  he  has  any  per- 
sonal interest  in  the  said  docnments,  or  any  information  to  be  derived  therefrom  f 

In  the  opinion  of  the  jndge  who  granted  the  writ  (fol.  44}  the  question  is  in  efTect 
to  stated. 

The  writ  of  mandamus  is  a  prerogative  writ  issued  in  the  name  of  the  people, 
requiring  a  person  or  corporation  to  do  some  particular  thing  in  the  writ  specified, 
which  it  is  his  or  their  office  or  duty  to  do. 

The  writ  will  not  issue  where  the  right  is  doubtful 

The  relator  must  have  a  clear  legal  right  to  demand  what  is  asked  for  in  the 
writ.    (2  Orarey,  Special  Procttdingt^  p,  50  and  eaaet  iktn  eitei,) 

Now,  had  the  relator  a  dear  legal  right  to  retain  possession  of  all  the  contracts 
and  vouchers  made  on  behalf  of  the  corporation  in  the  year  1863,  in  the  hands  of 
the  street  commissioner,  and  take  copies  of  the  same  f 

Was  it  a  part  of  the  official  duty  of  the  respondent  to  deliver  such  possession  f« 

There  is  no  statute  provision,  or  charter,  or  city  ordinance  obliging  him  to  do  so. 

If  there  be  any  such  obligation  it  depends  on  charter  or  law. 

Is,  then,  an  official  of  a  municipal  coiporation,  whose  corporators  are  all  the 
inhabitants  of  a  city  and  who  number  over  one  million,  bound,  as  a  part  of  his 
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oiDflial  duty,  to  deUver  poesenion  of  any  or  ail  of  hie  ofBoial  papen  to  taxj  one  of 
the  nid  miUkm  who  naay  apply  therefor  f 

It  is  not  alleged  that  the  relator  had  any  private  or  peraonal  intereet  in  any  of  the 
said  papers. 

He  appeared,  as  is  stated  in  the  retom,  on  behalf  of  the  eitisena'  association. 

It  is  not  alleged  that  they  had  any  private  or  personal  interest  in  theae  papers. 

The  same  demand  might  be  made  in  behalf  of  any  other  association,  whose  object 
might  be  anything  bat  praiseworthy. 

Can  any  association  of  dtiiens— political,  social,  religions,  oonseryatiye,  or  revo- 
latioiiary— demand  the  poasession  of  the  official  papers  of  any  of  the  corporate 
offldalst 

The  diffienlties  and  conftision  which  would  arise  from  soch  a  mle  are  bo  great 
and  manifest,  that  it  eeemed  to  the  corporation  imperatiyely  necessary  to  obtain  an 
anthoritatiYe  decision  of  the  court  on  the  sabjeet 

The  court  is  not  obliged  to  issue  the  writ  in  all  cases.  It  lies  in  the  discretion  of 
the  eoort,  and  will  not  be  granted  where  great  pnblic  inconvenience  would  be  the 
lesolt    ( Trapping  on  Jfofidomitf,  p  16. ) 

It  is  not  argued,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  that  any  citizen  having  any  spedal 
object  in  obtaining  information  on  any  special  subject  has  not  a  right  to  obtain  that 
information,  and  to  verity  its  correctness  by  personal  inspection  of  the  doemnents 
and  vouchers  relating  thereto.  The  street  commissioner  oilersd  the  relator  permis- 
sion to  do  all  that  AU  that  is  claimed  is,  that  he  has  no  right  to  take  possession  of 
all  the  doenments,  without  any  private  or  personal  motive,  but  from  any  motive. 

The  reported  cases  in  which  questions  of  this  nature  have  been  discussed  are,  in 
some  instances,  of  private  moneyed  corporations  where  stockholders  had,  for  a  spe- 
cific purpose,  demanded  inspection  of  the  accounts  of  the  company. 

There  the  right  to  inspect  is  plain  and  the  motive  easily  understood. 

Yet  m  these  cases  the  courts  have  required  from  the  relator  evidence  that  "the 
party  applying  for  such  inspection  had  told  his  object  in  so  applying.'*  {King  agt 
WUU  A  Barieand  Co.  Ad.  A  EIL  479 ;  Angel  A  Ames  on  Chrporaiunu,  p,  717.) 

But  why  was  the  relator  so  required  to  state  his  object  t 

Clearly  in  order  that  it  should  appear  that  he  had  a  special  personal  object  which 
eoncenied  his  own  interest,  and  which  he  had  the  right  to  proiect 

The  interest  represented  by  the  relator  in  this  instance  is  not  his  own  private 
Interest,  or  the  private  interest  of  any  one. 

He  ehdms  these  documents  as  the  representative  of  a  public  association  of  citisens 
who  have  assumed  the  office  of  protecting  the  public  interest,  and  to  be,  in  efiect, 
justices  and  guardians  thereofl 

But  the  street  commissioner  himself  holds  that  position  by  appointment  of  the 
mayor,  with  the  assent  of  the  common  council. 

He  is  himself  a  quasi-trustee,  responsible  indeed  to  the  ee$H%  que  tnutsfor  all 
wrong  done  to  any  of  them,  and  bound  to  give  information  to  any  one  of  them,  in  any 
matter  in  which  the  inquirer  is  personally  concerned. 

It  is  a  quarrel  in  this  case,  not  between  a  cestui  qiu  tnui  and  a  trustee,  but  be- 
tween a  trustee  legally  appointed,  viz.,  the  street  commissioner,  and  one  who  claims 
to  be  a  trustee,  but  whose  appointment  is  under  authority  of  law  but  voluntary. 

The  relator  a^ars  here  in  the  capacity  of  a  public  inspector,  invested  with  pow 
ers  to  demand  a  general  investigation,  not  by  reason  of  any  personal  interest  at 
stake,  but  by  reason  of  his  representing  a  superior  public  power,  entitled  to  make 
soich  demand. 

It  is  submitted  that  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  judge's  opinion  do  net  support  the 
conclusion  to  which  he  arrived. 

VoifcXXXV.  .8 


J 


34        ^^^^  YOBK  PBACnCE  BEPOBTa 

People  €x  rtL  Heniy  agt  ConeU. 


They  will  be  found  on  ezunmAtkm  (o  be  all  cases  where  die  tm&t  of  a  QMeial 
personal  interest  in  the  inqnirj  on  the  part  of  the  inquirer  was  before  the  conrk 

Sogen  agt  Jtmet,  5  D.  S  B.  484,  was  a  litigation  between  his  tenants  of  manor 
ooneeming  a  rig^t  of  common  claimed  hj  both. 

A  mandamns  was  directed  to  the  steward  of  the  manor  to  exhibit  the  ooui  ioUS| 
which  were  the  record  of  title  in  the  matter. 

lliere  the  relator  claimed  the  aid  of  the  court  as  a  tenant;  and  as  the  rolls  were 
his  OTidenoe  of  title,  his  interest  in  the  examination  of  them  was  manifest 

Saheri  agt  AAUtnur  was  a  rale  to  show  caose  in  a  suit  pending,  why  applicant 
sbonld  have  Inspection  of  the  books  of  the  sessions  of  Kendale. 

The  application  was  made  in  the  caose,  and  the  applicant's  Interest  In  the  inqpeo- 
tion  was  clear. 

EMug  agt  BaJth^  3  T,  B.,  580,  is  in  fkTor  of  the  views  of  the  appellant  hi  this  case 
at  bar,  as  far  as  it  goes ;  as  was  also  Kvuf  agt  AUgoodL 

Bnt  these  were  not  eases  of  mandamns,  bat  of  ndes  granted  to  litigants  in  a  suit 
pending. 

Kimg  agt  X«aw,  19  Satt  B,  S35,  was  a  case  of  mandamns. 

The  objection  to  issuing  the  writ  was  that  no  suit  was  pending,  which  objection 
was  clearly  mvalid  and  Lord  Ellbkbobouoh,  G.  J.,  so  decided. 

But  it  appears  in  his  answer  that  the  applicant,  Searle,  daimed  certain  copyhold 
lands,  within  certain  manon  and  applied  to  the  steward  of  the  manor  for  leave  to 
examine  the  court  rolls. 

In  this,  as  in  Bogert  agt  Jomu^  the  object  was  clear,  the  interest  of  the  applicant 
in  the  inquiry  was  manifest 

KvKg  agt  SkeUejf,  3  SVna  B.  143,  was  of  the  same  opinion. 

The  dictum  on  Glover  <m  Corporatiom  is  founded  on  these  cases,  and  limited  as  it 
is  to  an  inspection  ''on  all  proper  occasions,*'  is  right  enough. 

But  the  appellant  contends  that  no  **  proper  occasion"  existed  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  power  granted  to  the  rehUor  in  this  case  goes  far  beycmd  any  applied  for  in 
any  of  the  eases  dted. 

There  the  interest  of  the  appellant  appeared ;  the  object  of  the  inquiiy  was  pat- 
ent; the  papers  sought  to  be  examined  were  such  as  contained  specified  information 
on  the  subject  of  the  inquiiy. 

Here  no  special  interest  is  daimed  to  have  existed. 

The  object  of  the  inquiry  is  not  to  subserve  any  private  purpose,  and  no  injury  can 
occur  from  a  refusal.  The  documents  which  the  appellant  is  commanded  to  exhibit, 
are  not  a  special  class  of  documents,  but  all  documents  which  came  into  his  posses- 
sion during  a  certain  year. 

These  documents  probably  related  to  many  hundred  transactions. 

The  inquiry  was  not  directed  as  to  one  or  a  dozen  transactions,  but  to  aU. 

The  action  of  the  court  bdow  in  this  case  is  reported  in  32  How,  p.  149,  and  will 
be  drawn  into  a  precedent  in  fiiture. 

It  is  important  that  it  should  be  authoritativdy  settled  whether  such  action  was 
in  accordance  with  the  law  or  not 

A  rule  on  this  question  is  needed. 

In  order  to  obtain  such  a  rule,  the  counsel  to  the  corporation  has  deemed  it  advis- 
able that  this  case  should  be  discussed  before  the  general  term  of  this  court,  and  a 
decision  obtained  which  will  guide  public  ofilcials  in  the  futni-e. 

Joseph  F.  Daly,  for  relator ^  respondent 

1.  The  relatdr  claims  the  right,  as  a  member  of  this  corporation,  to  see  and  inspect 
the  pi^rs  on  file  in  the  street  department 
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IL  The  relator,  aa  a  citizen,  has  a  eoxnmon  interest  with  other  membere  of  the  cor- 
poration, in  the  matters  of  which  the  street  department  has  control,  and  the  papers 
relating  to  such  matters.  • 

IIL  The  right  of  the  relator,  as  a  citizen,  to  inspect  these  papers,  rests  npon  the 
same  basis  as  every  right  under  onr  free  institations. 

The  ret  jmbUoa,  from  which  onr  republican  government  takes  its  name,  includes 
every  part  and  item  of  the  commonwealth ;  and  it  is  a  novel  doctrine  for  the  street 
commissioner  to  maintain  that  the  papers  and  records  relative  to  the  common  pro 
perty  belong  to  the  street  commissioner  exclusively,  or  that  his  right  to  them  extends 
farther  than  their  keeping  in  proper  shape  for  exhibition  at  all  times. 

These  i»apen  which  we  call  for  relate  to  the  public  streets,  roods  and  works  of 
this  dty.  We  claim  an  equal  right  in  all ;  to  use  the  public  streets  and  to  inspect 
the  records  concerning  them.  The  street  commissioner's  duties  are  alike  to  both :  to 
keep  them  ready  for  such  use. 

The  street  commissioner,  as  the  agent  of  the  corporation  and  its  members,  uses 
their  money  to  preserve  their  property,  and  files  his  vouchers  and  evidences  of  the 
proper  expenditure  of  such  money. 

Why  are  these  evidences  preserved,  if  not  to  be  shown  when  demanded  f 

What  greater  or  more  personal  interest  can  the  relator  show  than  that  he  is  a 
member  of  the  corporation,  and  that  he  desires  to  see  the  proofiB  of  the  proper 
expenditures  of  the  common  money  by  the  common  agent  7 

IV.  In  England,  the  right  of  a  member  of  a  corporation  to  inspect  the  documents 
of  the  corporation,  and  to  have  a  mandamus  compelling  the  custodian  thereof  to 
show  them,  is  well  settled  ( Wilcodt  on  Mun,  Oor,  349,  and  caees  died) ;  also,  the  right 
of  a  subject  to  inspect  documents  of  public  proceedings  lodged  in  the  custody  of  pub* 
lie  officers  (1  Wtts,  297;  M  240;  1  Black's B.  39;  Bex  and  King,  2  T,  B.  234  ajid 
304) ;  also,  the  right  of  a  manorial  tenant  to  have  a  mandamus  compelling  the  lord 
to  exhibit  the  court  rolls  and  books.  (3  T.  B.  141 ;  10  JSatt^  235,  and  olher  cases  cited 
above.) 

V.  These  cases  in  the  English  books  daim  that  the  relator  must  show  a  private 
right  But  if  the  right  be  thus  far  conceded  under  a  monarchial  government,  surely 
under  onr  republican  government  one  step  further  may  be  taken,  and  the  relator 
permitted  to  show  as  his  right  the  right  which  underlies  our  whole  fjabric  of  govern- 
ment 

In  England,  public  officers  are  the  masters  of  the  people  and  the  agents  of  the 
sovereign.  In  America  they  are  servante  of  the  sovereign  people.  The  right  of  the 
relator  is  superior  to  any  which  an  English  subject  could  ever  claim. 

If  thitt  fact  is  not  dearly  appreciated  by  the  street  commissioner,  it  is  time  that  the 
court  solenmly  dedared  it 

VI.  In  respect  to  the  books,  records  and  accounte  of  the  county  of  Kew  York,  the 
statute  has  dedared  such  a  right  in  the  poople,  without  condition  or  exception.  (1 
Beo.  8UU.  c^  12,  <il  2,  art  1.) 

In  respect  to  public  documents  of  the  city  of  New  York,  up  to  the  year  1G99,  the 
statutes  of  the  state  have  expressly  dedared  this  right,  without  condition  or  excep- 
tion.   (Zav<  0/ 1865,  eft.  171.) 

There  is  no  reason  for  making  a  distinction  between  the  public  papers  of  to-day 
and  those  of  a  century  past,  or  between  those  of  the  city  and  those  of  the  county. 
And  if  the  legidature  has  omitted  to  dedare  onr  right  in  the  former,  it  is  simply  a 
defect  of  police  regulation,  which  the  court  will  remedy  by  its  writ  of  mandamne, 
because  "  in  justice  and  good  government  it  ought  to  be  done."  (6  Bac  Ahr.  tit 
Mand.  418.) 
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At  all  events,  the  intent  of  oar  law  makers  is  plain,  and  the  oonrt  la  bonnd  to 
carry  that  intent  into  foroe. 

VIII.  The  street  commissioner  offers  bat  two  reasons  for  refosing  an  inspection 
of  the  papers,  tis  :  That  it  '*  woold  involve  a  serioas  distarbanoe  of  the  neeessary 
details  of  his  office,  and  impede  the  proper  working  thereof*"  That  it  would  require 
a  larger  office  and  a  "  larger  staff  than  he  now  employs  to  secure  said  records  and 
protect  them  fh>m  loss,  injury  and  mutilation. 

We  answer  to  the  first,  that  if  we  have  the  right,  the  showing  of  such  papers  is  a 
part  of  the  necessary  details  and  business  of  his  office. 

And  to  the  second :  1.  That  the  Revised  Statutes  of  this  stafe,  making  it  forgery, 
and  punisnable  as  such,  to  tamper  with  these  records,  sufficiently  protects  the  public 
property,  as  other  penal  statutes  protect  private  property.  (4  M,  8,  ch,  1,  tU.  3,  art 
3,  $$  26  and  69.)  And  that:  2.  The  danger  of  mutilation  of  records  is  only  to  be 
apprehended  from  persons  having  private  interests  in  them,  and  not  from  a  party 
having  the  public  good  in  view,  as  the  relator,  Mr.  Henry,  has. 

The  counsel  of  the  street  commissioner,  who  speaks  ot  the  destruction  and  robbery 
of  public  papers  which  has  heretofore  occurred,  will  no  doubt  readily  admit  that  the 
criminal  must  have  been  personally  and  pecuniarily  interested  in  the  missing  docu- 
ments. 

It  is  least  dangerous  to  entrust  them  to  the  investigation  of  idle  curiosity,  and  even 
to  a  person  who  seeks  them  with  motives  inimical  to  the  official  who  has  possession 
of  them ;  for  in  the  latter  case  the  searcher  will  be  only  too  solicitous  to  carefully 
preserve  evidences  of  delinquency,  and  the  only  danger  consists  in  leaving  them  in 
the  undisturbed  possession  of  the  official  himself. 

The  danger  apprehended  by  the  street  commissioner  is  too  remote  to  influence  the 
court 

The  CouBTy  on  the  argument^  reversed  the  judgment  at 
special  term.    No  written  opinion  was  given. 


•  »» 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Geobge  H.  McbfTYRE,  Administrator^  &c.y  agt.  The  New 
York  Central  Railroad  Company, 

A  railroad  pauenger  has  a  right  to  a  seat  in  the  cars,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  rail- 
road  company  to  provide  him  with  one. 

If,  in  discharging  that  duty,  the  company  require  the  passenger  to  perform  an  act 
which  is  perilous  in  itselfi  in  passing  from  one  car  to  another,  in  a  dark  night, 
when  the  cars  are  in  motion,  and  in  doing  which  the  passenger  loses  his  life,  the 
ntgligenu^  if  any,  which  that  act  involves  should  be  imputed  to  the  oompainy  cUone. 

Thus,  where  the  railroad  oompany,  on  arriving  at  a  station,  in  the  evening,  detached 
and  left  the  rear  car,  notifying  the  passengers  therein  to  go  into  the  next  car  for- 
ward, and  after  a  stoppage  of  some  ten  or  twelve  minutes  the  cars  moved  on, 
when  one  of  the  employees  of  the  road,  discovering  a  number  of  passengers  stand* 
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ing  in  the  rear  oar,  said,  "  go  forward ;  there  are  plenty  of  seats  forward ;  go  for- 
ward, if  yon  want  aeats ;"  some  of  t2)e  passengers  then  went  forward,  among  them 
the  plaintiff's  intestate,  a  lady,  who  undertook  to  carry  a  bandboXf  bundU,  basket 
watdjlowerpot,  and  in  stepping  fhnn  one  car  to  another,  fell  between  them  and  was 
killed: 

Meldf  that  the  role  that  contributory  negligence  will  prevent  a  reooyery  by  the  party 

saffeiing  the  injury  ought  not  to  be  applied  to  such  a  ease.* 

September  Temiy  1867. 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action^  under  the  statute,  as 
administrator  of  Mrs.  Susannah  Enight,  deceased,  in  behalf 
of  her  next  of  kin,  to  recover  damages  for  her  death,  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  employees  of 
tiie  defendants,  in  November,  1859. 

It  was  proved,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  trial, 
that  Mrs.  Ejiight,  in  company  with  her  &ther,  an  old  man, 
took  the  cars  of  the  defendants  at  Schenectady  and  proceeded 
to  Syracuse,  occupying  the  rear  car  of  the  train.  At  Syra- 
cuse, the  car  in  which  they  were  seated  was  detached  from 
the  train,  and  they  were  directed  to  go  forward  into  the 
next  car.  The  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  was  to 
the  effect  that  they  had  barely  time  to  reach  the  next  car 
when  the  train  was  started. 

*  Note.— This  seems  to  be  a  pretty  stringent  rule  to  apply  to  a  railroad  company, 
and  a  very  important  one  for  them  to  know,  as  similar  casee  arise  or  may  ari«e 
nnder  it  frequently.  It  settles  one  very  important  point,  to  wit ;  tliat  where,  in  the 
night  time,  the  company  request  passengers,  or  inform  them,  that  if  they  widi  seats 
they  can  find  them  in  another  car,  the  act  of  the  passenger  in  going  to  such  car  is  one 
of  peril,  and  no  act  of  negligence  on  his  part  will  exonerate  the  company  firom  dam- 
ages in  making  such  request  or  giving  such  information,  in  case  he  is  injured. 

Thus,  it  would  seem  that  railroad  companies  are  driven  to  the  alternative  of  either 
famishing  one  entire  car  to  be  used  in  the  night  time,  in  which  there  shall  be  seats 
enough  for  all  the  passengers,  or  if,  as  now  provided  with  a  number  of  cars,  passen- 
gers step  into  one  of  them  where  there  are  no  seats  unoccupied,  the  company  must 
renuun  passive  and  let  the  passengers  find  seats  as  beet  they  can  (although  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  company  to  ftimish  them  with  seats)  by  stroUing  through  one,  two  or 
three  cars,  more  or  less,  until  they  find  them ;  for,  if  a  brakeman  happens  to  come 
along  with  a  lantern  in  his  hand  (as  in  this  case),  and  is  polite  enough  to  inform  pas- 
sengers, who  are  standing  without  seats,  that  by  going  into  another  car  forward  they 
can  find  tliem,  the  company  immediately  assumes  a  perilous  risk,  and  in  case  of  pass 
ing  from  one  car  to  the  other,  a  passenger  is  injured  or  killed,  either  with  or  without 
any  negligenoe  on  his  part,  the  company  are  liable  in  damages,  under  the  statute. 

Actions  for  damages  in  such  cases,  hereafter,  it  would  seem,  need  not  be  submitted 
to  a  jury,  as  there  is  no  question  of  the  plaintiff's  negligence  to  be  determined  by 
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There  were  no  seats  in  the  cars  which  they  entered;  and 
they  were  directed  by  a  man  carrying  a  lantern,  and  appear- 
ing to  be  one  of  the  employees  of  the  road,  to  go  forward ; 
that  there  were  seats  forward.  In  compliance  with  this 
direction,  Mrs.  Knight  and  her  father  attempted  to  reach  the 
next  forward  car,  the  train  being  at  that  time  in  rapid 
motion;  but  in  passing  from  the  one  platform  to  the  other, 
she  fell  between  the  cars  and  was  instantly  killed.  It  was  a 
dark  and  somewhat  stormy  night,  a  rain  or  sleet  falling  and 
freezing. 

It  was  further  proved,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
deceased  was  under  fifty  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  her 
death,  in  vigorous  health,  and  accustomed  to  earn  about  a 
dollar  per  day  by  her  labor  as  a  seamstress.  She  left  three 
children,  two  sons  and  one  daughter;  all  of  them  were  over 
twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  living  away  from  their  mother. 
It  was  shown  that  she  was  in  the  habit  of  making  articles 
of  clothing,  and  sending  them  to  her  children,  from  time  to 
time. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  conductor  and  brakeman 
of  the  train  in  question  testified  that  the  deceased  carried  a 

tbem,  which  heretofore  has  been  considered  the  Tery  gist  of  the  action  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover ;  and  if  there  was,  probably  nine  Juries  out  of  ten  would  find 
there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  as  was  done  in  the  present  case, 
and  likewise  in  the  case  on  the  last  trial  of  JEmtt  agt.  Eiidton  River  Bailroad  Cwn- 
jpany^  in  which  they  found  a  verdict  of  $5000  against  the  company,  where  the  testi- 
mony, read  in  its  most  favorable  bearing  to  the  plaintiff,  showed  a  daring  reckless-' 
ness  on  the  part  of  the  deceased,  in  endeavoring  to  cross  the  railroad,  through  the 
palpable  warnings  and  dangers  exhibited  to  him,  seldom  equalled. 

But  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  in  the  present  case,  seems  to  have  had 
some  misgivings  in  allowing  the  verdict  of  the  jury  for  even  $3,500  to  stand ;  and 
they  ordered  a  new  trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  would  consent  to  reduce  the  amount  to 
$1,500,  which  was  done.  Upon  what  ground  this  reduction  was  made  the  case 
does  not  disclose ;  but  it  may  be  inferred,  perhaps,  from  the  fact  that,  notwithstand- 
ing the  verdict  of  the  jury  that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased, 
the  proof  showed  that  she  was  a  woman  between  forty-five  and  fifty  years  of  age, 
of  vigorous  and  robust  health,  and  the  oonrt  may  have  concluded  that  she  ought  to 
have  been  able  to  carry  the  contents  of  a  bedroom  and  greenhouse,  which  she  had 
with  her,  without  falling  through  between  the  cars,  the  other  passengers  having 
passed  over  safely ;  but  whatever  reasons  may  have  influenced  the  general  term  to 
reduce  the  verdict  $2,000,  this  court  undoubtedly  was  very  willing  to  affirm  it  in 
that  shape— Rep.   . 
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bandbox,  bundle,  basket  and  flower  pot,  and  that  her  father 
had  a  carpet  bag;  and  also  that  the  direction  to  the  passen- 
gers to  pass  into  the  forward  car  was  made  as  soon  as  the 
train  reached  Syracuse,  where  a  stoppage  was  made  of  some 
ten  or  twelve  minutes. 

The  jnry  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  $3,500,  and 
the  special  term  denied  the  motion  of  the  defendants  for  a 
new  trial 

The  general  term,  on  appeal,  directed  a  new  trial,  unless 
the  plaintiff  should  stipulate  to  accept  a  reduction  of  the 
verdict 

This  the  plaintiff  consented  to  do ;  and  from  the  judgment 
entered  accordingly,  for  $2,387.57,  the  defendants  appeal  to 
this  court. 

O.  S.  H.  HovET,  for  plaintiff. 
Edwabd  Habbis,  for  defendants. 

FuLLERTON,  J.  It  caunot  be  considered  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  person  killed,  that  she  attempted  to  pass  from 
one  car  to  another,  in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  defend- 
ants. She  was  not  only  directed  to  go  forward  into  another 
car  in  the  night  time,  during  a  storm,  and  when  the  train 
was  in  motion,  but  it  was  necessaiy  for  her  comfort  and 
convenience  that  she  should  do  so. 

The  car  to  which  she  was  directed  to  go,  when  the  train 
stopped  at  Syracuse,  was  filled  with  passengers;  and  the 
alternative  was  presented  to  her  of  incurring  the  risk  of  the 
transit,  or  of  remaining  standing  with  an  aged  parent, 
whose  strength,  it  may  weU  be  concluded,  was  unequal  to 
such  a  position.  She  had  a  right  to  a  seat,  and  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  provide  her  with  one. 

If,  in  discharging  that  duty,  they  required  her  to  perform 
an  act  which  was  perilous  in  itself,  and  in  doing  which  she 
lost  her  life,  the  negligence,  if  any,  which  that  act  involved 
should  be  imputed  to  the  company  alone. 
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The  rule  that  contributory  negligence  will  prevent  a  re- 
covery by  the  party  suffering  the  injury,  ought  not  to  be 
applied  to  such  a  case. 

It  would  seem  to  be  manifestly  unjust  to  characterize  as 
negligence  the  act  of  yielding  obedience,  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  the  requirements  of  the  party  inflicting  the  injury, 
and  to  hold  as  between  the  parties  themselves  that  it  should 
deprive  the  party  injured  of  all  legal  redress. 

It  would  be  a  novel,  as  well  as  a  dangerous  rule,  to  hold 
that  a  railroad  company  should  enjoy  iqimunity  from  liabil- 
ity, when  the  act  which  occasioned  the  injury  was  under- 
taken under  its  direction,  and  was  one  which  the  passenger 
must  perform  in  order  to  procure  the  seat  which  the  com- 
pany was  bound  to  furnish. 

I  admit  that  passing  from  one  car  to  another  in  a  dark 
and  stormy  night,  when  the  train  was  in  motion,  incum- 
bered with  baggage,  and  having  charge  of  an  aged  person, 
was  an  act  fraught  with  imminent  peril,  and,  if  done  with- 
out sufficient  reason,  one  involving  great  negUgence.  But 
having  been  undertaken  at  the  request  of  the  company,  it  is 
to  be  regarded  as  their  act,  and  attempted  at  their  risk. 

Unless  this  view  of  the  case  is  adopted,  railroad  companies 
may  be  guilty  of  the  grossest  wrongs  without  incurring  lia- 
bility. In  performing  their  contract,  they  may  require  a 
feeble  and  inexperienced  person  to  incur  fearful  risks,  and 
then  claim  to  be  without  fault  in  law,  on  the  ground  that 
the  passenger  who  may  have  suffered  an  injury  was  negU- 
gent  in  following  their  reckless  directions.  The  very  state- 
ment of  such  a  case  suggests  the  necessity  of  so  administer- 
ing the  law  as  to  obviate  so  great  an  evil. 

There  was  no  error,  therefore,  in  the  rulings  of  the  judge 
who  presided  at  the  circuit,  touching  the  negligence  of  the 
deceased. 

2.  There  wa«  some  slight  evidence  that  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  deceased  sustained  some  pecuniary  loss  by  her  death. 
She  waa,  at  the  time  of  her  death,  about  fifty  years  of  age, 
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indostrious  in  her  habits,  and  in  the  enjoyment  of  robust 
health.  It  also  appeared  that  she  left  three  children  living, 
who  were  supporting  themselves  away  from  home.  She 
was  in  constant  communication  vnth  them,  and  was  in  the 
habit  of  making  and  sending  to  them  some  articles  of  cloth* 
ing.  It  cannot,  therefore  be  said  that  her  children  had  no 
pecuniary  interest  in  her  life,  even  if  that  term  is  used  in  its 
most  limited  signification.  The  extent  of  that  interest  was 
a  question  for  the  jury^  and  was  fau*ly  submitted  to  them  on 
the  evidence. 

When  we  consider  the  defect  which  the  statute  was  d^ 
signed  to  remedy,  it  is  taking  too  narrow  a  view  of  the  mat- 
ter to  say  that  the  word  pecuniary  was  used  in  so  limited  a 
sense  as  to  embrace  only  the  loss  of  money. 

Such  a  limitation  would  be,  in  many  cases  under  the 
statute,  a  mere  mockery,  because  it  would  afford  no  sub- 
stantial relief  in  the  very  cases  in  which  it  is  most  needed. 

The  loss  of  the  society  of  a  deceased  relative,  the  injury 
to  the  affections  of  those  surviving,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
being  within  the  remedy  of  the  statute,  because  in  no  sense 
can  the  loss  be  regarded  as  pecuniary.  But  to  children  the 
loss  of  a  parent  involves  the  loss  of  many  other  thmgs  which 
this  court  has  heretofore  regarded  as  of  a  pecuniary  charac- 
ter, and  as  the  subjects  of  consideration  by  a  jury  in  assess- 
ing the  damages  under  the  statute.  {TiUey  agt.  Hudson 
Biver  BaOroad  Co.  84  N.  T.  R  471.) 

It  is  true  that  these  children  were  away  from  home,  prob- 
ably were  of  full  age,  and  not  immediately  dependent  upon 
their  mother  for  support  But  the  evidence  also  shows  that 
they  were  not  beyond  the  reach  of  a  mother's  care  and 
bounty.  Out  of  her  earnings,  insignificant  as  they  were 
proved  to  be,  she  provided  small  articles  of  clothing  for 
them,  and  the  jury  had  a  right  to  find  that  her  death  in- 
volved them  in  a  pecuniary  loss. 

The  statute  under  consideration  has  presented  some  diffi- 
cult questions  of  construction ;  but  the  courts  have  taken  a 
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humane  view  of  them,  and  have  endeavored  to  effectuate 
what  may  fairly  be  presumed  to  have  been  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  in  providing  a  remedy  unknown  to  the  com- 
mon  law.  It  would  not,  therefore,  have  been  proper  for  the 
judge  to  have  instructed  the  jury,  as  he  was  requested  to  do, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  only  nominal  dam- 
ages. 

There  is  no  precise  rule  which  a  jury  can  adopt  in  esti- 
mating such  damages. 

The  question  should  always  be  left,  as  it  was  in  this  case, 
to  their  judgment  upon  the  whole  case;  and  when  the 
question  has  been  fairly  submitted,  and  the  damages  are  not 
excessive,  their  verdict  should  not  be  disturbed. 

It  follows,  from  these  views,  that  the  exceptions  to  the 
judge's  charge  were  not  well  taken,  and  the  judgment 
should  be  af&rmed. 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  Upon  the  trial  of  this  action  the  follow- 
ing facts  appeared ;  On  the  14th  day  of  November,  1859, 
Mrs.  Knight,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  started  from  Rutland, 
Vermont,  in  company  with  her  father,  to  proceed  west  into 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania. 

They  took  the  defendants'  car  at  Schenectady,  and  pro- 
ceeded thereon  to  S}nticuse. 

On  arriving  at  that  place  they  were  seated  in  the  rear  car 
of  the  train,  which  the  employees  of  the  defendant  there 
determined  to  detach  from  the  train  and  leave  at  that  place. 

That  it  was  so  to  be  left  was  announced  by  the  brakeman 
to  the  passengers  in  that  car,  and  they  were  requested  by 
him  to  leave  it  and  go  into  the  forward  cars. 

The  passengers  immediately  left  that  car  and  went  into 
the  one  next  forward  of  it. 

The  train  started  about  the  time  the  passengers  got  into 
this  car,  and  there  being  no  seats  in  it  unoccupied,  the  pas- 
sengers were  compelled  to  stand,  and  were  standing  in  the 
aisle  of  the  car.    At  this  time,  and  after  the  train  had  started, 
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an  employee  of  the  defendant  came  into  the  car,  with  a  lan- 
tern in  his  hand,  and  said :  ^*  Go  forward ;  there  are  plenty 
of  seats  forward ;  go  forward,  if  you  want  seats." 

Some  of  the  passengers  then  went  forward  while  the  cars 
were  in  motion,  and  among  them  was  the  deceased. 

Mrs.  Enight;  in  stepping  from  one  car  to  another,  either 
did  not  step  far  enough,  or  her  feet  slipped,  and  she  fell  be 
tween  the  cars  and  was  killed. 

It  was  a  dark  night,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  any  of  the 
employees  of  the  company  were  aiding  or  assisting  the  pas- 
sengers in  their  passage  from  one  car  to  the  other. 

Testimony  was  given  of  the  age  and  circumstances  of  the 
deceased. 

She  was  between  forty-five  and  fifty  years  of  age  and  lived 
with  a  married  daughter,  who  had  a  family  of  children.  She 
also  left  two  sons,  who  were  of  fiill  age. 

The  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  finding  the  dam- 
ages at  S3,500 ;  and  on  appeal  to  the  general  term,  that 
court  ordered  a  new  trial,  unless  the  plaintiff  would  remit 
S2,000  of  the  verdict  and  leave  it  to  stand  for  the  sum  of 
Sl,500,  which  the  plaintiff*  did,  and  judgment  was  entered 
for  the  latter  sum,  with  interest ;  and  from  which  judgment, 
as  so  modified  and  entered,  the  defendants  appeal  to  this 
this  court. 

It  IS  now  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant  that  there 
was  evidence  that  the  negligence  of  the  deceased  contributed 
to  the  injury,  and  that  consequently  there  can  be  no  recov- 
ery ;  and  he  insists  that  that  was  a  question  for  the  court  to 
decide,  and  that  it  was  error  to  leave  to  the  jury  the  ques- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  negligence  or  contributory  negligence. 

There  was  much  evidence  tending  to  show  that,  in  moving 
from  the  one  car  to  the  other,  the  deceased  was  but  obeying 
the  directions  of  the  employees  of  the  defendants ;  and  it  was 
eminently  proper  for  the  judge  to  have  left  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed,  the 
deceased  was  guilty  of  any  negligence  in  complying  or 
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attemptiDg  to  comply  with  those  directioDS.  The  learned 
judge  properly  told  the  jury  that  they  could  judge  whether 
it  was  safe  for  a  woman  to  travel  with  her  incumbrances  on 
such  a  night  as  that  is  represented  to  have  been ;  and  they 
could  judge^  too^  whether  it  was  right  and  proper  for  her,  in 
order  to  get  a  seat,  to  undertake  to  pass  from  one  car  to 
another.  That  the  jury  could  judge  whether  it  was  reason- 
able and  proper  for  her  to  rely  upon  the  directions  of  a  man 
appearing  to  be  in  his  place  as  an  employee  of  the  company. 
And  he  further  instructed  the  jury  that,  if  it  was  negligent 
for  Mrs.  Knight  to  follow  the  directions  of  this  man  with  the 
lantern,  it  must  have  been  such  negligence  as  contributed  to 
her  death.  The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  have  announced  that 
it  was  not  negligent  for  the  deceased,  .under  the  circum- 
stances, to  follow  the  directions  of  the  man  giving  the  same. 

The  court  could  not  say,  as  matter  of  law,  that  it  was 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased  to  follow  that  direc- 
tion ;  and  whether  there  was  negligence  or  not,  was  there- 
fore properly  left  to  the  jury ;  and  they  have  responded  that 
that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  deceased, 
and  that  settles  this  question. 

I  am  unable  to  discover  any  error  in  the  charge  of  the 
judge  in  reference  to  the  damages  which  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover.  At  the  request  of  the  defendant's  coun- 
sel, the  judge  charged  the  jury  that  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  pecuniary  injury,  and  such 
facts  as  could  enable  the  jury  to  determine  what  would  be  a 
fair  and  just  c(»npensation,  with  reference  thereto,  to  the 
next  of  kin,  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  more  than 
nominal  damages.  And  also,  that  the  jury  had  no  arbitrary 
discretion  in  regard  to  the  amount  of  damages,  but  must  be 
governed  by  the  weight  of  evidence  as  to  what  would  be  a 
fair  and  just  compensation,  with  reference  to  the  pecuniary 
injuries  sustained  by  the  next  of  kin. 

These  directions  were  in  strict  accordance  with  the  doc- 
trine as  laid  down  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  TiUey  agt« 
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Hwban  River  BaOroad  Chmpa/ny  (24  N.  T.  471^  and  8.  C.  29 
jr.  T.  252). 

That  portion  of  the  judge's  charge  on  this  subject^  to 
which  exception  was  taken  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  was 
also  in  harmony  with  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case 
last  cited,  and  is  but  a  reiteration  of  the  doctrine  there  enun- 
ciated. 

He  there  said:  ^^The  jury  ard  to  give  such  damages  as 
they  shall  deem  a  fair  and  just  compensation,  with  reference 
to  the  pecuniary  injuries  resulting  from  such  death.  They 
are  not  tied  down  to  any  precise  rule.  Within  the  limit  of 
the  statute  as  to  amount,  and  the  species  of  injury  sustained, 
the  matter  is  to  be  submitted  to  their  sound  judgment  and 
sense  of  justice.  They  must  be  satisfied  that  pecuniary  inju- 
ries resulted.  If  so  satisfied,  they  are  at  liberty  to  aQow 
them  from  whatever  source  they  actually  proceeded  which 
could  produce  them.  If  they  are  satisfied,  from  the  history 
of  the  family,  or  the  intrinsic  probabilities  of  the  case,  that 
they  were  sustained  by  the  loss  of  bodily  care  or  intellectual 
culture,  or  moral  training,  which  the  mother  (in  that  case) 
had  before  supplied,  they  are  at  liberty  to  allow  it.  The 
statute  has  set  no  bounds  to  the  sources  of  these  pecuniary 
injuries." 

The  charge  of  the  judge  to  the  jury,  in  the  present  case,  is 
unobjectionable,  in  the  light  of  this  authority. 

Upon  the  trial,  a  witness  was  asked :  ^'At  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  deceased,  what  was  she  capable  of  earning  f 
This  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  competent  on  the  question  of  the 
worth  of  this  woman's  life  to  the  next  of  kin. 

The  court  oyerruled  the  objection,  and  the  defendant's 
counsel  excepted. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  question  was  answered. 

The  witness  was  then  asked :  ^^And  what  did  she  usually 
eamt" 

This  was  also  objected  to  on  the  same  ground ;  and  the 
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objection  was  overruled,  and  an  exception  taken.  The  wit- 
ness'answered:  '^Her  services  commanded  readily  at  that 
time,  at  least  one  dollar  per  day  in  addition  to  her  board." 
It  is  now  urged  that  both  of  these  questions*  were  improper, 
as  calling  for  the  opinion  of  the  witness. 

It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  no  such  objection  was 
taken  upon  the  trial.  And  if  taken  as  applicable  to  the  first 
question  put,  it  is  now  wholly  immaterial,  as  that  question 
was  not  answered.  And  such  an  objection  could  have  no 
pertinency  in  reference  to  the  second  question. 

This  question  does  not  call  for  any  opinion,  but  for  a  fact, 
^•'  What  did  she  usually  earn  ?" 

This  was  a  material  and  important  inquiry,  in  forming  an 
estimate  of  the  pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  the  neict  of  kin, 
by  the  occasion  of  the  death  of  the  deceased. 

Upon  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Clark  agt.  Vorce  (16 
Wend.  193),  the  judge  committed  no  error  in  allowing  the 
notes  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Seeley  (who  had  in  the 
meantime  died),  taken  by  Mumford  upon  the  former  trial,  to 
be  read  in  this  trial. 

In  that  case  the  witness  testified  that,  on  the  former  trial, 
he  acted  as  counsel  for  the  defendant,  and  took  very  full  and 
particular  minutes  of  one  Haight's  testimony;  that  he  intended 
at  the  time  to  take  down  the  words  of  Haight,  but  could 
not  pretend  to  give  his  precise  words ;  that  he  could  not 
swear  to  Haight's  testimony,  except  from  the  minutes  taken 
by  him  on  that  trial,  and  could  not  now  testify  that  he  had 
taken  down  every  word  of  his  testimony;  but  he  intended, 
at  the  time,  to  take  down  all  he  regarded  as  material 

The  supreme  court  thought  the  testimony  should  have 
been  received.  Ch.  J.  Savage  observed :  *^  There  are  few 
or  no  cases  where  a  cautious  and  prudent  man  will  swear 
that  his  notes  of  testimony  of  a  witness,  taken  down  at  the 
time,  contain  his  very  words  and  all  his  words." 

In  Huff  agt.  Bennett  (2  Seld.  337)  the  learned  judge  who 
presided  at  the  trial  of  this  action,  and  admitted  the  notes  of 
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Sedey's  testimony,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said :  '^  The  case  of  Clark  agt.  Vorce  {supra)  was  very  dif- 
ferent from  this  case.  The  witness  says  he  cannot  swear 
that  his  minutes  contained  the  testimony  of  Scott  accurately, 
and  that  he  may  have  omitted  things  that  he  testified  to. 
He  does  not  say  he  believes  his  minutes  are  correct,  nor  that 
he  intended  to  take  down  the  words  of  the  witness.'' 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintifi*  called  one  of  the  counsel 
of  the  defendant  to  prove  the  testimony  given  by  the  wit- 
ness Seeley,  on  a  former  trial  of  this  action,  he  having  since 
that  trial  died.  He  testified  that  he  was  one  of  the  counsel 
for  defendant  in  this  action ;  was  present  at  the  former  trial, 
and  took  notes  of  testimony ;  he  had  them  there  in  court. 
He  says :  *^  So  far  as  I  took  minutes,  I  took  them  as  given 
by  the  witness,  so  far  as  I  could ;  I  designed  to  take  the 
substance  of  the  testimony  as  given  by  the  witness,  and  pre- 
sume from  that  I  have ;  I  have  no  recollection  of  the  testi- 
mony aside  irom  what  I  have  here." 

On  his  cross-examination  he  said :  ^^  Should  judge  that  it 
was  not  possible  for  me  to  take  the  whole  testimony  ver- 
hoHm  -J  did  not  aim  to  take  more  than  the  substance ;  do  not 
say  that  I  have  the  whole  language  of  the  witness,  nor  the 
whole  of  hi^  testimony."  In  response  to  the  court,  the  wit- 
ness said :  "  I  have  no  recollection  of  the  witness  or  of  the 
testimony ;  not  the  slightest  whatever ;  I  have  his  testimony 
on  my  minutes,  and  presume  it  is  the  substance  of  his  testi- 
mony.'' 

The  plaintifi^'s  counsel  then  ofi*ered  to  read  the  evidence 
of  Austin  H.  Seeley,  as  given  upon  the  former  trial,  as  shown 
by  the  notes  of  testimony  taken  by  the  witness.  The 
defendant's  counsel  objected,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  whole  of  the  testimony  was  taken,  or  that  the 
testimony  as  given  was  taken  down,  and  that  the  necessary 
preliminary  proof  of  the  accuracy  of  the  notes  had  not  been 
made. 
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The  court  overruled  the  objection  and  admitted  the  evi- 
dence,  to  which  the  defendant's  counsel  duly  excepted. 

When  it  is  observed  that  the  witness  called  upon  to  prove 
the  accunicy  of  his  notea  was  manifestly  an  unwilUng  wit- 
ness^  it  cannot  fail  to  be  seen  that  his  -vdiole  testimony, 
when  taken  together,  comes  fully  up  to  the  doctrine  of 
Clark  agt.  Vorce  (supra). 

There  was  no  error,  therefore,  in  the  admission  of  the 
notes  taken  by  Mumford  of  Seeley's  testimony. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

Affirmed. 


•  ♦• 


N,  Y.  SXJPERIOR  COURT. 
Fbedebick  Bubnhah  agt.  Thomas  C.  Acton  and  othebs. 

The  ninth  aeotion  of  "An  aet  relating  to  the  metropolitan  boattl  of  health,  and  to 
the  datiea  and  powers  of  the  commissionerB  of  said  board  and  the  salariee  of  their 
0abordmat««,  passed  in  1867,  provides  as  follows :  *'  No  preliminary  injunction 
shall  be  granted  against  the  metropolitan  board  of  health,  or  of  police,  or  its  or 
their  ol&cers,  or  against  the  commissioners  of  said  board  in  their  capacity  as  a 
board  of  excise,  or  against  the  last  named  board,  except  by  the  supreme  court,  at 
a  special  or  general  term  thereof,  after  service  of  at  least  eight  days'  notice  of  a 
motion  for  such  injunction,  together  with  oopiee  of  the  papers  on  which  the  mo- 
tion for  such  injunction  is  to  be  made.'' 

Seldy  that  this  is  a  publicy  and  not  a  private  or  local  law,  and  therefore,  not  exposed 
to  the  constitational  objection  of  oontaining  other  subjeota  than  those  expressed 
in  its  tide. 

The  act  creating  the  metropolitan  sanitary  district  is,  essentially,  a  penal  law,  and 
therefore  is  a  jn(5/tc  act. 

This  act  of  1867,  being  constitutionally  valid,  it  deprives  this  court  of  jurisdiotioa 
to  hear  any  motion  for  an  injunction  against  the  boards  and  ol&cers  named  in  it 

Special  Temiy  AprUj  1868. 

This  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  pendente  UtCj  restrain- 
ing the  defendants^  the  commissioners  of  police^  from  plac 
ing  policemen  upon  the  sidewalks  in  front  of  the  plaintiff's 
auction  store^  for  the  purpose  of  warning  persons  from  enter- 
ing therein. 
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; 

A  preliminary  objection  was  taken  by  the  defendants  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  founded  upon  the  ninth  section 
of  the  act  entitled  "An  act  relating  to  the  metropolitan 
board  of  health,  and  to  the  duties  and  powers  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  said  board  and  the  salaries  of  their  subordinates/' 
passed  in  1867  {8es$.  Laws  1867,  p.  2410),  which  ninth  sec- 
tion is  as  follows:  "No  preliminary  injunction  shall  be 
granted  against  the  metropolitan  board  of  health,  or  of  po- 
lice, or  its  or  their  officers,  or  against  the  commissioners  of 
said  board,  in  their  capacity  as  a  bdard  of  excise,  or  against 
the  last  named  board,  except  by  the  supreme  court,  at  a 
special  or  general  term  thereof,  after  service  of  at  least  eight 
days'  notice  of  a  motion  for  such  injunction,  together  with 
copies  of  the  papers  on  which  the  motion  for  such  injunc- 
tion is  to  be  made." 

R.  D.  Holmes  and  C.  S.  Spencer,  for  plaintiff. 
A.  J.  Yanderpoel,  far  defendants. 

MoNELL,  J,  The  superior  court  of  the  city  of  New  York 
has  general  power,  under  the  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  it 
by  the  thirty-third  section  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  to  grant 
the  relief  demanded  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action,  unless  it 
is  deprived  of  such  power  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  above 
referred  to.  Such  court  was  created  by  the  legislature,  and 
derives  all  its  jurisdiction  and  powers  from  that  body.  Those 
powers  and  jurisdiction  can  at  any  time  be  enlarged  or 
diminished  by  the  legislature.  If,  therefore,  that  part  of  the 
ninth  section  of  the  act  referred  to  which  relates  to  the 
defendants  in  this  action  is  valid,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  I 
think,  that  this  court  is  not  allowed  to  entertain  this 
motion. 

The  act  creating  a  metropolitan  sanitary  district  and  board 
of  health  was  passed  in  1866  {Sess.  LatcSjp.  114),  and  the 
act  of  1867,  which  contains  the  section  I  have  quoted,  is  in 
aid  of  and  additional  to  the  former  act,  and  in  its  effect  is  to 
be  regarded  in  pari  materia* 
Vou  XXXV.  4 
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The  title  of  each  of  the  acts  expresses  but  a  single  subject, 
and  that  relates  to  the  board  of  health.  The  board  of  police 
is  not  named  in  the  title ;  and  any  provisions  which  relate 
to  any  subjects  other  than  such  as  are  expressed  in  the  title, 
are  void,  under  the  sixteenth  section  of  the  third  article  of 
the  constitution,  if  the  act  is  a  private  or  local  law* 

I  do  not  think  it  -  necessary,  on  this  motion,  to  determine 
whether  the  provision  which  limits  jurisdiction  to  the  su- 
preme court,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  board  of  police,  is  a 
difierent  subject  from  such  as  is  expressed  in  the  title  of  the 
act.  There  is  another  ground,  which,  in  my  judgment,  must 
control  the  decision. 

The  constitutional  provision  is  confined  to  private  or  local 
laws,  and  has  no  effect  whatever  upon  any  provision  con- 
tained in  a  general  statute.  Such  latter  statutes  may  em- 
brace as  many  and  as  incongruous  subjects  as  the  legislature 
may  see  fit  to  include  in  them. 

Nor  do  I  find  any  difficulty  in  appljring  the  limitation  of 
jurisdiction,  as  contained  in  the  section  referred  to,  to  the 
board  of  police  and  its  officers.  They  are  expressly  named ; 
and  I  can  find  no  reason  for  supposing  that  the  legislature 
did  not  intend  to  confine  applications  for  injunctions  against 
such  board  and  officers  to  the  supreme  court  If  the  act  is 
a  general  statute,  its  title  was  of  no  consequence ;  and  it 
would  be  quite  as  valid  if  it  had  no  title  whatever.  Such . 
statutes  require  only  an  enacting  clause  {Constitution,  art. 
8,  §  14). 

An  examination  of  the  statute  under  consideration  has 
satisfied  me  that  it  is  a  public,  and  not  a  private  or  local 
law,  and,  therefore,  not  exposed  to  the  constitutional  objec- 
tion. 

I  recently  examined  this  question  in  the  case  of  Breta  agt. 
The  Mayor,  Aldermen,  <&c.  of  New  York,  and  there  pointed 
out  the  distinction  between  general  and  private  statutes  («ee 
N.  Y.  Transcript  of  April  11,  1868).  I  then  endeavored  to 
i9how  that  statutes  local  in  one  sense,  may  nevertheless  be 
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in  some  cases  general  statutes ;  and  that  it  was  not  neces* 
sary  to  render  a  statute  a  public  act,  tiiat  its  provisions 
should  be  equally  applicable  to  all  parts  of  the  state.  It 
was  enough  if  they  extended  to  all  persons  doing  or  omit- 
ting to  do  aa  act  within  the  territorial  limits  described  in 
the  statute.  Another  distinction  which  I  pointed  out  ^as, 
ihsA  all  statutes  which  are  of  a  penal  nature  are  public  laws, 
although  they  may  be  limited  in  their  operations  and  effects 
to  particular  localities  or  parts  of  the  state.  I  referred  to 
several  cases  in  support  of  these  distinctions  (Fierce  agt. 
KimbaUy  9  OreenL  22.  54 ;  BumJ^m  agt.  Webster ^  6  Mass. 
B.  266 ;  Jenkins  Skgt.  Union  Turnpike  Co*  1  Caines^  B.  86 ; 
Bank  of  Utioa  agt.  SmedeSf  3  Cotp.  B.  684 ;  White  agt.  Syra-- 
euse  &  Utica  Bailroad  Co.  14  Barb.  K  559 ;  HJeriedia  agt. 
Affresy  12  Pick.  R  344). 

These  cases  abundantly  establish  that  all  local  laws  which 
are  either  penal  in  their  nature,  afiecting  aU  who  offend  their 
provisions,  and  all  remedial  statutes,  where  all  persons  may 
come  vnthin  their  pnrview,  are  general  and  not  private 
laws. 

The  act  abating  the  metropolitan  sanitary  district  is  essen- 
tially a  penal,  and,  the  refore,  a  public  act. 

A  brief  examination  vrill  establish  this^  It  provides  that 
any  person  omitting  to  keep  a  registry  of  births  and  deaths 
shall  be  liable  to  a  fine  of  ten  dollars.  The  police  may 
arrest  any  person  who  shall  violate  any  act  or  thing  forbid- 
den by  any  law  or  ordinance  of  ihe  board  of  health,  which 
o&nse  is  declared  to  be  a  misdemeanor.  Courts  may  pun- 
ish for  cont^npt,  and  enforce  obedience  of  the  orders  of  the 
board.  The  board  is  authorized  to  make  such  bylaws,  rules, 
and  regulations  as  it  may  deem  advisable  for  the  protection 
of  life  and  health,  which  bylaws  may  be  enforced  by  a  pen- 
alty not  exceeding  fifty  dollars  for  each  ofiense.  And  gen- 
erally the  act  provides  that  whoever  shall  violate  any  of  the 
provisions  of  the  act,  or  any  order  of  the  board,  or  any  by- 
law or  ordinance  thereof,  or  shall  obstruct  or  interfere  with 
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any  person  in  the  execution  of  any  order  of  the  board^  or 
any  order  of  the  board  of  police,  or  wilfully  omit  to  obey 
any  such  order,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  be 
liable  to  be  indicted  and  punished  for  such  offense. 

The  general  scope  and  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  protect  the 
public  life  and  health,  and  a  very  large  portion  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  the  board  to  cany  out  the  objects  of  the  law 
are  of  a  mixed  magisterial  and  police  character;  and  al- 
though limited  in  their  functions  to  a  fractional  part  of  the 
state,  affect  all  persons  who  offend  its  provisions,  or  are 
brought  within  its  purview.  The  board  of  health  is  com- 
prised in  part  of  the  police  commissioners,  which  commis- 
sioners, in  their  capacity  of  police  officials,  are  directed  to 
co-operate  with  and  assist  in  enforcing  obedience  to  the 
orders  and  ordinances  of  the  board  of  health,  and  to  cause 
the  arrest  of  all  offenders. 

In  these  large  and  general  powers,  which  are  so  liberally 
and  properly  given  to  the  board  of  health,  all  the  people  of 
the  state  are  interested,  to  the  extent  at  least,  that  all  the 
people  are  affected  more  or  less  by  the  sanitary  condition  of 
this  vast  and  populous  city.  So  all  the  people  of  the  state 
are  amenable  to  the  provisions  of  the  law,  and  may  be  sub- 
jected to  its  penalties. 

In  determining  that  the  act  under  consideration  is  a  penal 
statute,  whose  penalties  reach  all  persons,  whether  inhabi- 
tants of  the  metropolitan  district  or  otherwise,  I  have  dis- 
posed of  the  only  objection  to  its  validity ;  and  it  follows, 
under  the  competency  of  the  legislature  to  deprive  this  court 
of  any  of  its  jurisdiction,  that  the  motion  for  a  temporary 
injunction  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  suggestion  that  this  was  a  motion  for  a  permanent  or 
perpetual,  and  not  for  a  temporary  injunction,  and,  there- 
fore, not  within  the  letter  of  the  statute,  has  no  force.  All 
injunctions  are  temporary  which  are  pendente  lite.  Perma- 
nent injunctions  can  be  obtained  only  by  a  judgment  of  the 
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court  after  a  trial  of  the  action  (1  Barb.  Ch.  B.  613 ;  Codey 
^  219,  220,  221). 

The  motion  must  be  denied,  with  $10  costs. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Edmund  J.  Powebs  agt.  John  Shepabd. 

The  fint  seven  sections  of  the  act  of  1865,  chapter  29,  providing  for  state  bounties  to 
Tolimteers  in  the  alrmy  and  navy,  &^c.,  the  3d  and  4th  sections  of  which  provide 
for  and  prohibit  a  snm  not  exceeding  $600  to  be  paid  lor  each  three  years  volun- 
teer, became  a  law  and  took  ^jffhct  immediatety  on  its  pastoffe,  Feb.  10th,  1865,  as 
declared  in  the  act,  and  eontinoed  in  force,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  chap- 
ter 41  [Lmu  of  1865),  passed  on  the  24th  Febraaiy,  1865,  which  re-enacted  the 
same  seven  sections  contained  in  chapter  29,  and  declared,  <*  thii  act  is  hereby 
declared  to  be  a  law  £rom  the  time  of  ita  passage;  hU  U  AaM  not  take  effect  until 
cifter  the  eanmug  of  tke  votee  hy  the  hoard  of  Mtate  canvatten  next  afkr  the  general 
{next  Ifovember)  elecHonJ*    (Ihoraham,  JI,  diuentuiff,) 

Consequently,  an  agreement  made  on  the  21sc  of  March,  1865,  to  pay  $830  for  each 
of  such  volonteers  for  three  years,  is  void,  as  being  in  violation  of  chapter  29. 

The  fourth  eection  of  said  chapter  2d,  prohibiting  a  larger  snm  than  $600  to  be  paid 
for  the  three  years  volnnteers,  is  not  vnconttiMionaL  {Overrulwg  the  docieuni  JS» 
€.  at  special  term,  30  Eow,  8.) 

New  York  General  Termy  May,  1867. 

Fresenty  Hon.  W.  H.  Leonaed,  P.  J.;  D.  P.  Ingraham 

and  James  C.  Smith,  Justices. 
Motion  by  plaintiff  for  judgment  on  a  verdict  rendered  in 

his  favor,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term. 

The  case  proved  is  briefly  this : 

In  March,  1865,  the  defendant  was  the  supervisor  of  the 
town  of  Sparta,  in  the  county  of  Livingston,  and,  as  such, 
was  engaged  in  raising  recruits  to  fill  the  quota  of  that  town, 
under  the  call  for  men  for  the  army  and  navy  of  the  United 
States,  issued  by  the  president  on  the  19th  of  December, 
1864,  or  the  next  call  thereafter.  For  that  purpose,  be 
entered  into  an  agreement,  in  writing,  with  the  plamtiff, 
dated  at  Jersey  City,  the  9th  of  March,  1865,  by  which  he, 
as  such  supervisor,  authorized  the  plamtiff  to  recruit  and  fur- 
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nish  for  the  defendant,  and  for  his  said  town,  fievent^u 
three  years  naval  recruits,  or  the  credit  of  the  same  duly 
made,  for  each  of  which  he  agreed  to  pay  the  sum  of  eight 
hundred  dollars. 

On  the  2l8t  of  March,  1865,  he  made  a  second  agreement, 
indorsed  upon  the  first,  by  which  he  undertook  to  pay  the 
plaintifij  for  furnishing  the  recruits  provided  for  in  the  first 
agreement,  the  additional  sum  of  eight  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars, besides  the  amount  mentioned  in  said  first  agreement. 

The  plaintiff  furnished  the  number  of  men  provided  for 
between  the  21st  and  25th  of  March,  and  the  defendant  paid 
the  sum  stipulated  in  the  first  agreement. 

This  suit  is  brought  to  recover  the  additional  sum  of  eight 
hundred  and  fifly  dollars,  under  the  second  agreement. 

On  the  trial,  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, on  the  ground  that  the  contract  sued  on  is  void,  and 
is  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  particularly 
of  chapter  29  of  the  laws  of  1865,  and  of  the  fourth  section 
of  that  act. 

The  motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendant's  counsel 
excepted. 

Iea  D.  Warken,  for  plmnt\ff. 
S.  T.  Fbeehan,  jfoT  defendants 

James  0.  Smith,  J,  It  is  insisted  upon,  by  the  defendant's 
counsel,  that  the  agreement  sued  on  is  in  violation  of  the 
fourth  section  of  chapter  29  of  the  laws  of  1865.  The  first 
three  sections  of  the  statute  referred  to  provide  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  state  bounty  to  volunteers  furnished  from  this 
state,  as  in  said  act  provided,  in  order  to  fill  the  quota  of  the 
state,  under  the  call  of  19th  December,  1864,  and  also  under 
any  subsequent  call  during  the  war  then  existing,  such 
bounty  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars  to  a 
volunteer  for  three  years,  four  hundred  dollars  to  one  for  two 
years,  and  two  hundred  dollars  to  a  volunteer  for  one  year. 
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The  fourth  sectidn  provides  that  no  eity^  county  or  town 
shall  thereafter  borrow  or  raise  money  for  paying  bounties  to 
volunteers  under  said  call  or  any  subsequent  call^  otherwise 
than  as  is  provided  in  the  seventh  section  of  said  act;  and  not 
to  exceed  one  hundred  dollars  for  hand  money  and  incidental 
expenses  for  procuring  such  volunteer;  nor  shall  any  city, 
county  or  town^  or  any  individual^  or  any  individuals^  pay 
any  money  for  such  purpose  or  purposes^  otherwise  than  as 
is  in  said  act  provided  (except  that  an  individual  may  in  any 
way  hire  a  substitute^  to  exempt  himself  from  draft). 

The  seventh  section  amends  section  22  of  chapter  8  of 
the  laws  of  1864,  which  in  its  original  form  authorized  the 
raising  of  money  upon  the  credit  of  towns  and  counties,  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  local  bounties  to  volunteers.  By  the 
amendment,  a  proviso  was  added,  to  the  effect  that  the  boun- 
ties raised,  paid  or  offered,  under  the  provisions  of  that  sec- 
tion, shall  not  exceed  in  amoxmt  the  state  boxmties  provided 
for  by  said  act  of  1866.  One  of  the  objects  specified  in  the 
time  of  the  last  mentioned  act  is  '^to  prohibit  any  local 
bounties  to  volunteers,''  drafted  men  or  substitutes. 

The  intent  of  the  prohibitions  and  restrictions  contained 
in  section  four  seems  dear.  They  were  designed  to  prevent 
the  serious  mischieft  resulting  from  an  unrestricted  competi- 
tion between  different  localities  in  respect  to  bounties,  which 
we  may  know  judicially,  as  matter  of  pubUc  history,  were 
widely  and  severely  felt  by  the  people  of  the  state,  before 
the  passage  of  the  act  referred  to.  Under  the  stimulus  of  such 
competition,  extravagant  local  bounties  were  offered  and  paid 
on  every  hand,  and  an  enormous  load  of  debt  and  taxation 
was  about  to  be  rolled  up,  to  be  borne  by  the  people  of  the 
towns  and  counties  upon  whose  credit  it  was  incurred ;  and 
this  very  extravagance  of  expenditure  tended  to  defeat  the 
object  of  offering  boxmties,  and  to  impede  the  recruiting  of 
the  army,  by  appealing  without  stint  to  the  cupidity  of  men, 
and  inducing  them  to  delay  volunteering,  in  the  hope  of  get- 
ting a  still  larger  bounty  at  a  later  day. 
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The  act  in  question  intended  directly  to  repress  these  misr 
chiefs. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  argues^  in  view  of  the  peculiar  Ian* 
guage  of  the  restriction^  that  it  was  not  intended  to  limit  the 
amount  to  be  paid  for  bounties.  The  language  is^  ^^Not 
u  •  •  •  •  pay  any  money  •  •  •  otherwise  than  is 
herein  provided;"  and  this^  it  is  urged;  does  not  restrict  the 
amount.  The  idea  is  naturally  suggested  by  the  form  of 
expression  used^  which  is  not  apt,  but  obviously  such  is  not 
the  meaning.  If  the  restriction  does  not  relate  to  the  amount, 
it  can  only  refer  to  the  mode  of  raising  money  for  bounties; 
and  it  applies  in  terms  to  individuals,  as  well  as  to  towns 
and  counties.  But  under  section  22  of  the  act  of  1864,  indi- 
viduals could  not  raise  money  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  that 
section,  and  towns  and  counties  could  not  raise  it  to  pay 
bounties  in  any  other  mode.  So  that,  upon  the  plaintifi's 
construction,  the  restriction  would  be  inapplicable  to  indi- 
viduals, and  nugatory  as  to  towns  and  counties.  Besides,  it. 
would  not  meet  any  of  the  mischiefs  already  adverted  to. 
The  construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  is 
not  aided  by  the  circumstance  that  the  last  clause  of  the  sec- 
tion four  expressly  declares  void  all  acts  of  counties,  towns 
and  cities,  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of  that  section, 
and  does  not  declare  void  the  acts  of  individuals  violating 
those  provisions.  That  clause  is  declaratory  merely.  As  the 
oificers  referred  to  had  power,  under  section  22  of  the  act  of 
1864,  to  raise  money,  in  the  mode  thereby  provided,  to  pay 
bounties  to  an  unlimited  amount,  ^d  would  continue  to  have 
the  same  power  within  the  limits  jGxed  by  section  four,  it 
was  expedient,  if  not  necessary,  to  declare  expressly  that  the 
exercise  of  such  power  in  excess  of  the  prescribed  limits 
would  be  void;  but  such  declaration  was  not  needed,  in 
respect  to  the  acts  of  individuals,  as  they  derived  no  power 
from  the  former  statute,  and  their  acts  in  violation  of  the  lat- 
ter statute  would  be  void  without  an  enactment  to  that 
effect,  by  force  of  the  common  law.     (1  Kent^  518.) 
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The  plaintiff's  counsel  also  claims  that  the  agreement  in 
snit  is  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act,  as  it  does  not 
provide  for  the  payment  of  any  sum  whatever  to  a  volunteer. 
But  it  requires  the  payment  of  a  stipulated  sum  to  the  plain- 
tifi^  in  consideration  of  his  procuring  a  certain  number  ot 
volunteers  to  the  credit  of  the  piaint^s  town,  and  the  sum 
stipulated  by  the  contract  exceeds  the  rate  of  six  hundred 
dollars  for  each  man.  By  the  contract,  the  plaintiff  becomes 
a  middleman,  or  recruit  broker.  It  enables  him  to  go  into 
the  market  and  pay  sums  exceeding  the  amount  fixed  by  the 
law  as  bounties  for  volunteers,  and  retain  a  liberal  profit  to 
himself.  That  was  the  actual  result  in  the  present  case. 
According  to  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  he  paid 
eight  hundred  and  thirty  dollars  for  the  men ;  not  to  the  men 
themselves,  but  to  the  men  who  shipped  them.  If  the  trans- 
action is  valid,  the  statute  is  a  dead  letter.  The  agreement 
is  just  as  obnoxious  to  the  policy  of  the  act  as  if  it  had  stipu- 
lated that  the  sum  expressed  should  be  paid  directly  to  the 
volunteers,  ft  has  the  same  tendency  to  create  and  foster 
the  unhealthy  competition  which  the  statute  has  intended  to 
suppress.  It  is  an  attempt  t3  evade  the  statute,  and  conse- 
quently it  is  void,  if  the  statute  is  valid. 

This  brings  us  to  the  consideration  of  the  other  positions 
taken  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  First,  that  the  restriction  in 
section  four  is  unconstitutional;  and  secondly,  that  it  did  not 
take  effect  until  after  the  agreement  sued  on  was  made. 

Respecting  the  constitutionality  of  the  act,  no  question 
could  have  been  entertained,  but  for  the  opinion  delivered 
by  the  learned  judge  who  decided  this  case  at  special  term, 
on  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint.     (1  Abb.  E,  N.  S.  129.) 

He  held  the  act  unconstitutional,  and  placed  his  decision 
upon  the  ground  that  the  legislature  have  no  power  to  pre- 
scribe to  the  citizen  what  price  he  shall  pay  to  the  substitute 
m  the  army.  It  will  be  observed,  however,  that  the  act 
expressly  permits  an  individual  to  hire  a  substitute  in '  any- 
way, to  exempt  himself  from  draft.    It  restricts  individuals 
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only  SO'  far  as  is  necessary  to  prevent  the  mischief  at  which 
the  act  was  aimed.  With  all  due  respect,  I  conceive  that 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  adopt  such  restriction  cannot 
be  successfully  questioned.  The  measure  is  clearly  within 
the  exercise  of  their  undoubted  power  to  provide  for  raising 
men  to  fill  the  quota  of  the  state. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  section  four  of  the  act 
took  efiect  before  the  agreement  in  the  case  was  made. 

The  agreement  is  dated  the  9th  of  March,  1865.  The  act 
(chapter  29)  was  passed  the  10th  of  February  preceding,  and 
it  expressly  provided  that  each  of  its  sections  should  take 
effect  immediately,  except  the  eighth,  ninth  and  tenth. 
Those  sections  authorized  the  creating  of  a  state  debt  not 
exceeding  thirty  millions  of  dollars,  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
means  for  the  paying  of  bounties  provided  for  by  the  act,  the 
bonds  of  the  state  to  be  issued  to  obtain  the  money,  and  the 
debt  to  be  paid  by  tax,  the  interest  annually,  and  the  princi- 
pal in  eighteen  yearly  instalments.  The  eleventh,  twelfth 
and  thirteenth  sections  provided  for  submitting  the  question 
of  the  debt  to  the  people  at  the  next  general  election. 

On  the  24th  of  February,  1865,  the  legislature  passed 
another  act,  entitled  ^^An  act  to  provide  for  filling  the  quota 
of  men  required  from  this  state  for  the  army  and  navy  of  the 
United  States,"  and  to  amend  section  22  of  chapter  8  of  the 
laws  of  1864,  and  to  regulate  local  bounties  to  volunteers, 
drafted  men  or  substitutes  (chapter  41).  The  act  consisted 
of  eleven  sections.  The  first  seven  were  a  transcript  of  the 
first  seven  sections  of  the  act  of  February  10.  The  eighth 
appropriated  not  exceeding  thirty  millions  of  dollars,  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  bounties  provided  for  in  said  act.  The 
ninth  provided  that  a  state  tax  be  levied,  not  exceeding  two 
per  cent  per  annum,  to  be  devoted  to  restoring  to  the  trea- 
sury the  money  so  appropriated}  and  the  tenth  section 
authorized  the  comptroller  to  anticipate  such  tax  by  borrow- 
ing Irom  any  fund  in  the  treasury,  upon  the  credit  of  the 
general  fund,  the  necessary  sums  to  carry  out  the  provisions 
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of  the  act.  The  eleventh  section  furnishes  the  key  to  the 
construction  of  the  two  acts^  and  in  these  words :  ''  This  act 
is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  law  from  the  time  of  its  passage ; 
but  it  shall  not  take  eflfect  until  after  the  canvass  of  votes  by 
the  state  canvassers  next  after  the  next  general  election ;  and 
if  it  should  then  appear  at  such  canvass  that  a  majority  of 
the  votes  cast  at  such  election^  upon  the  question  of  creating 
a  state  debt  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money  to  pay  boun* 
tieSy  for  the  purpose  of  filling  the  quota  of  men  called  for 
from  this  state,  under  the  said  call  of  December  19th,  1864, 
passed  February  10th,  1865,  has  been  against  creating  such 
a  debt,  then  the  said  board  of  state  canvassers  shall  at  once, 
upon  completing  such  canvass,  certify  that  fact  in  writing  to 
the  governor,  and  the  governor  shall  at  once,  upon  being  so 
tsertified,  issue  his  proclamation  declaratory  thereof,  and  from 
the  day  of  issuing  such  proclamation  this  act  shall  take  effect. 
But  if,  on  making  such  canvass,  it  shall  appear  that  a  majority 
of  the  votes  cast  upon  the  said  question  have  been  for  ere* 
ating  the  said  debt,  then  the  said  boaid  of  state  canvassers 
shall  at  once,  in  writing,  certify  that  fact  to  the  governor, 
and  the  governor  shall  at  once,  by  proclamation,  make  pub- 
lie  such  result ;  and  this  act  shall  not  then  take  effect  until 
after  the  adjournment  of  the  next  legislature.'' 

The  first  seven  sections  of  the  two  acts  being  in  precisely 
the  same  language,  the  plaintiff's  counsel  argues  that  the 
provisions  of  the  latter  act  that  those  sections  shall  not  take 
effect  until  after  the  canvass,  or  till  after  the  next  session  of 
the  legislature,  as  the  case  might  be,  was  an  implied  repeal 
of  the  provision  of  the  first  act  that  they  should  take  effect 
immediately.  The  construction  is  ingenious,  but  I  think  it 
is  not  sound.  The  two  acts  had  a  common  object,  to  wit, 
to  raise  moneys  to  pay  bounties  for  the  purpose  of  filling  the 
quotas  of  the  state,  but  their  modes  of  accomplishing  the 
object  were  entirely  different  The  plan  of  the  first  was  to 
provide  for  raising  the  money  by  creating  a  state  debt  under 
the  12th  section  of  the  7th  cortiole  of  the  constitution,  which 
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requires  a  submission  to  the  people.  The  scheme  of  the 
second  act  was  to  provide  for  the  contingency  of  a  failure  to 
obtain  the  requisite  vote  to  ratify  the  plan  of  the  first  act^ 
by  appropriating  from  the  state  treasury  the  sum  needed  for 
bounties  and  levying  a  tax  of  two  per  cent^  to  be  applied  to 
restoring  in  part  the  sums  so  appropriated.  The  latter  act 
did  not  contemplate  or  require  the  repeal^  suspension^  or 
abandonment  of  the  former ;  on  the  contrary  the  former  was 
to  be  tried,  and  if  ratified  by  the  people,  it  was  to  be  carried 
out.  Here,  then,  were  the  two  distinct  plans,  of  each  of 
which  the  first  seven  sections  referred  to  were  a  part.  As  a 
part  of  the  plan  created  by  the  first  act,  they  were  to  take 
effect  immediately  after  its  passage,  but  as  a  part  of  the  plan 
of  the  latter  act,  they  were  not  to  take  efiect  till  after  the 
canvass.  As  a  part  of  chapter  29,  they  had  at  once,  and  con- 
tinued to  have,  the  same  efiect,  in  all  respects,  as  if  chapter 
4 1  had  not  been  enacted.  This  is  made  more  apparent  by 
chapter  56  of  the  laws  of  1865,  passed  February  27th,  which 
provides  among  other  things,  that  a  state  tax  of  two  per 
cent  be  levied  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  to  raise  means  to  pay 
the  bounties  directed  to  be  paid  by  chapter  29,  and  author- 
izes the  comptroller  to  issue  bonds  of  the  state  in  anticipa- 
tion of  the  said  tax,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  money  re- 
quired for  such  bounties  without  delay,  and  also  directs  that 
if  chapter  29  be  approved  by  the  people  at  the  next  election, 
said  tax  shall  not  be  collected,  and  said  bonds  shall  be  paid 
from  the  proceeds  of  the  stocks  authorized  by  chapter  29. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  claims  further,  that  the  effect  of  chap- 
ter 29  is  postponed  by  the  operation  of  its  own  section  11, 
which  provides  ^Hhat  this  act  shall  be  submitted  to  the  people 
on  the  next  general  election.''  The  argument  is  that  the  entire 
act  is  submitted,  and  therefore  the  effect  of  the  whole  is 
postponed  till  the  result  of  the  election  is  declared.  The 
true  construction  of  these  words  is  that  only  so  much  of  the 
act  is  submitted  as  provided  for  the  debt  proposed  to  be 
created    That  is  all  that  it  was  necessary  to  submit  to  ac- 
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complish  the  object  of  the  act,  and  it  is  all  that  the  legisla* 
ture  could  properly  submit  to  the  people  {Barto  agt.  Himrody 
8  N.  Y.  JS.  483).  This  construction  makes  sections  11  and 
14  of  chapter  29  consistent  with  each  other,  as  to  the  time 
when  the  different  provisions  of  the  act  shall  take  effect. 

It  may  also  be  remarked  that  the  provisions  of  section  4  of 
chapter  29  may  stand  alone  even  if  all  the  other  parts  of  that 
act  fail.  The  limitations  which  it  imposes  upon  local  boun- 
ties have  no  necessary  connection  with  the  plan  to  create  a 
fund  for  a  stat^  bounty. 

For  these  reasons,  I  am  of  the  opinion  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  judgment  on  the  verdict. 

Leokabd,  p.  J.  If  it  be  held  that  section  11^  chapter  41, 
of  the  laws  of  1865,  suspends  the  operation  of  chapter  29  oi 
the  same  session,  then  the  latter  chapter  will  become  nuga- 
tory; as  it  will  be  seen,  that  in  case  the  people  voted  against 
the  loan,  chapter  41  then  came  into  operation ;  and  should 
not  the  vote  be  for  the  loan,  the  same  chapter  was  also  to 
take  effect  at  a  future  period ;  the  governor,  in  either  case, 
having  first  issued  his  proclamation  declaratory  of  the  result 
Whichever  way  the  vote  resulted,  chapter  41  would  even- 
tually become  operative ;  and  if  chapter  29  be  suspended  in 
the  meantime,  the  seven  sections  which  were  identical  in  the 
two  chapters  would  never  necessarily  have  any  operation 
under  the  suspended  act.  This  construction  is  equivalent  to 
holding  chapter  29  to  have  been  repealed. 

The  existence  of  chapter  29  could  not  have  been  over- 
looked by  the  legislature,  when  the  latter  act  followed  the 
former  by  the  lapse  of  two  weeks  only.  Nor  is  it  probable 
that  the  repeal  would  have  been  left  as  the  result  of  a  legal 
implication,  had  such  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 

It  is  argued  by  my  brother  judges  in  this  case,  and  I  con- 
cur, that  the  identity  of  the  first  seven  sections  of  the  two 
chapters  does  not  affect  a  repeal  of  those  sections  in  the  first 
act. 
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That  the  first  act  was  not  to  become  inoperative  accord* 
ing  to  the  legislative  intention,  is  further  confirmed  by  the 
enactment  of  chapter  56  by  the  same  legislature  on  the  27tfa 
of  February;  a  few  days  later  only  than  the  date  of  chapter 
41;  which  was  declared  to  be  a  law  from  the  time  of  its  pa»« 
sagC;  although  the  period  when  it  was  to  go  into  effect  was 
postponed* 

Chapter  66  contemplates  the  payment  of  bounties  directed 
by  chapter  29,  and  provides  for  raising  the  money  tempo- 
rarily for  that  purpose  by  the  comptroller^  to  be  redeemed 
from  the  proceeds  of  a  direct  tax  of  two  per  cent;  or  from  the 
the  proceeds  of  the  loan,  in  case  the  people  accepted  that 
plan  as  proposed  by  chapter  29. 

The  construction  that  holds  chapter  29  to  be  suspended 
leaves  no  authority  in  force  until  several  months  have  elapsed 
(the  election  of  the  following  November)  for  the  pajonent  of 
bounties  by  the  state ;  and  thus  the  operation  of  a  subse- 
quent enactment  (chap.  56)  is  alao  suspended,  so  far  as  it 
contemplates  an  immediate  expenditure  of  money  from  the 
treasury  for  that  purpose. 

These  views  make  it  entirely  dear  to  my  own  mind, 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  chapter  29 
should  be  considered  iir  full  force,  notwithstanding  the  enacts 
ment  of  chapter  41, 

The  declaration  that  chapter  41  is  a  law  from  the  time  of 
its  enactment,  also  favors,  in  some  degree,  this  construction, 
inasmuch  as  it  would  otherwise  be  inconsistent  that  simUar 
provisions,  contained  in  a  former  chapter,  should  be  in  ope- 
ration as  a  law  during  the  period  when,  by  chapter  41,  they 
were  not  to  take  effect. 

The  conclusion  is  thence  derived  that  the  contract  sought 
to  be  enforced  by  this  action,  contravened  the  provisions  of 
chapter  29  forbidding  the  payment  of  bounties  above  the 
prescribed  amount,  and  is  therefore  void* 

The  point  that  the  contract  is  not  with  a  volunteer  nor 
for  the  payment  of  bounties,  is  not  available.    The  policy  of 


NEW  YORE  FKACnOE  BEPOBTS.  Q3 

* 1 

Powers  agi.  Shepard. 

the  law  is  destroyed  by  permitting  contracts  for  procuring 
volunteers  by  the  payment  to  any  one  of  an  amount  beyond 
the  sums  prescribed  by  the  act  for  bounty  and  hand  money. 
The  defendant  is  therefore  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the 
exceptions. 

Inosaham,  J.  disaenting.  In  1865,  the  defendant  being 
supervisor  <^  Sparta,  in  Livingston  county,  New  York,  made 
an  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  to  pay  the  plaintiff  for  each 
of  seventeen  three  years  naval  recruits^  which  he  should 
recruit  and  furnish  for  defendant  and  his  town,  the  sum  of 
eight  hundred  dollars.  This  agreement  was  signed  by  the 
defendant  and  dated  9th  of  March,  1865. 

The  plaintiff  furnished  the  recruits  between  the  21st  and 
S5th  of  March,  1865. 

On  the  21st  of  March,  1865,  the  defendant  made  another 
agreement  to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  additional  sum  of  eight 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  in  consideration  of  the  rise  in  the 
price  of  three  years  volunteers. 

The  plaintiff  paid  for  each  recruit  eight  hundred  and  thirty 
dollars  to  those  who  shipped  them,  not  to  the  recruit. 

This  action  is  brought  to  recover  eight  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  under  the  last  contract. 

Upon  the  trial  the  defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  com- 
plaint, upon  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  void  and  in 
violation  <^  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature.  Thef 
motion  was  denied  and  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to 
the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term. . 

There  is  nothing  in  the  contract  itself  to  impair  its  valid- 
ity, and  the  only  ground  upon  which  it  is  claimed  that  the 
contract  is  void,  is  that  it  is  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of 
the  law  o[  1 865,  chapter  29. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  referred  to  provided  for  a  pay- 
ment by  the  state  of  the  sum  necessary  to  procure  volun- 
teers, and  authorized  the  issue  of  stock  for  that  purpose. 
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It  also  provided^  in  the  3d  section,  for  the  payment  to  each 
volunteer  ot  six  hundred  dollars  if  he  enlisted  for  three  years, 
and  a  less  sum  for  a  shorter  term  of  service. 

In  the  4th  section,  any  city,  county,  or  town,  or  any  in- 
dividual was  prohibited  from  paying  any  money  for  such 
purposes,  otherwise  than  as  therein  provided,  and  no  city, 
Qounty,  or  town  could  borrow  or  raise  by  tax  any  money 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  bounties,  &c.,  except  as  provided 
in  section  7  of  the  act,  and  not  to  exceed  one  hundred  dol- 
lars for  hand  money  and  incidental  expenses  for  procuring 
each  volunteer. 

The  7th  section  authorized  the  board  of  supervisors  to 
raise  money  for  the  purpose  of  pajdng  bounties  and  paying 
the  incidental  expenses,  and  limited  the  amount  to  be  raised 
to  six  hundred  dollars  for  three  years  men,  and  lesser  sums 
for  shorter  terms. 

It  was  also  provided  for  submitting  to  the  people  this  act 
for  their  approval,  and  the  last  section  directed  that  the  3d, 
4th,  5th,  6th  and  7th  sections  should  take  efibct  immediately, 
but  the  8th,  9th  and  10  th  sections  (providing  for  a  loan) 
should  not  become  a  law  until  ratified  by  the  people. 

On  the  24th  of  February  of  the  same  year  (chap.  41)  the 
legislature  passed  another  act  containing  these  sections  in 
the  same  words  as  in  chapter  29  with  other  provisions,  and 
providing  for  the  submission  to  the  people  of  the  last  act, 
and  containing  in  the  11th  section  the  following  provisions, 
viz,  that  the  act  should  be  a  law  firom  the  time  of  its  pas- 
sage, but  should  not  take  effect  until  after  the  canvass  of  the 
votes  after  the  next  general  election ;  that  if  it  should  appear 
at  such  canvass  that  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  were  against 
creating  the  debt,  the  state  canvassers  should  so  certify  to 
the  governor,  who  was  to  issue  his  proclamation,  and  the 
act  should  take  effect  from  the  day  of  issuing  the  proclama- 
tion. •  If  a  majority  of  the  votes  were  for  creating  the  debt, 
the  same  was  to  be  certified  as  before,  but  the  act  should 
not  take  effect  until  aftier  the  adjournment  of  the  next  legis- 
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kture.  Or  in  other  words,  if  the  people  did  not  approve  of 
creating  the  debt  the  act  should  take  effect  at  once ;  and  if 
they  did  approve  of  such  a  debt,  then  the  act  should  not 
take  effect  until  after  the  session  of  the  next  legislature. 

Under  either  provision,  however,  this  act  was  not  in  force 
at  the  time  of  the  making  this  contract,  and  its  provisions 
have  no  eflfect  thereon.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  directly 
repealing  the  former  act  (chap.  29),  and  the  mere  re-enact- 
ment of  the  provisions  of  that  act  cannot  be  construed  as  a 
repeal  thereof. 

We  are  therefore  left  to  decide  this  case  upon  the  provisions 
of  chapter  29,  so  far  as  they  were  in  force  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  made,  unless  the  11th  section  of  the  act  chap- 
ter 41  is  to  be  construed  as  suspending  the  operation  of  the 
sections  of  chapter  29  incorporated  in  them. 

That  section  provided  that  none  of  the  previous  sections 
should  in  any  event  take  effect  until  after  the  November 
elections ;  that  is,  that  the  provision  therein  limiting  the 
amount  ip  be  paid  to  a  volimteer  and  for  hand  money,  and 
which  was  in  fact  the  same  provision  as  was  contained  in 
section  4  of  chapter  29,  should  not  take  effect  until  after  the 
November  election.  I  think  the  fair  construction  of  this 
section  is  that  the  legislatnre  intended  that  this  section,  and 
the  enactments  contemplated  therein,  should  be  suspended 
until  after  the  people  voted  thereon.  The  object  of  submit- 
ting it  to  the  people  was  to  obtain  their  assent  to  a  loan,  and 
unless  such  loan  was  obtained  it  was  not  deemed  advisable 
in  that  act  to  restrain  the  payment  of  any  sum  to  obtain 
volunteers  until  after  the  vote  of  the  people.  If,  notwith- 
standing, it  should  be  held  that  the  act  chapter  29  was  in 
force,  it  would  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  11th 
section  of  the  41st  chapter,  and  would  render  nugatory  the 
provisions  suspending  the  operation  of  the  same  section  as 
contained  in  the  latter  act. 

The  two  acts  must  be  read  together,  and  effect  given  to 

the  provisions  of  both  as  if  they  were  incorporated  in  one 
Vol.  XXXV  6 
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act^  and  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  render  either  a  nullity. 
Such  a  result  can  be  obtained  by  holding  that  these  sections 
in  the  act,  chapter  29,  which  were  incorporated  in  the  act 
chapter  41,  and  then  re-enacted,  are  contiroUed  in  their 
operation  by  the  provisions  of  the  last  act;  and  if  so,  then 
they  were  not  in  operation  when  the  contract  was  made. 

I  do  not  concur  in  the  opmion  that  the  legislature  could 
not  lunit  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  volunteers.  They  had 
the  power  of  prohibiting  any  but  drafted  men  from  being 
received  in  the  army,  and  having  that  power,  they  might 
also  say  that  a  limit  should  be  placed  on  the  sums  to  be  paid 
for  substitutes. 

For  the  reasons,  however,  first  stated,  I  think,  at  the  time 
of  making  this  contract  there  was  no  limitation  in  force, 
and  that  judgment  should  be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff upon  the  verdict. 

Judgment  ordered  fi>r  defendant. 


•  »• 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Thaddeus  C.  E^innieb  agt.  Abbt  A.  Einnieb. 

An  actfoD  for  divorce  by  a  husband  ageinat  his  wife,  on  the  gitmnd  that  the  wife  and 
her  former  hosband  obtained  a  decree  of  divorce  by  collusion  and  frauds  in  another 
state  from  that  of  their  domicil,  and  against  the  laws  of  the  latter  state,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  married  the  defendant  on  the  faith  of  the  representations  that  die  had 
procoied  a  valid  divorce  from  her  former  hnsband,  cannot  be  maintained. 

If  the  parties  to  the  divorce  snit  collnded  together,  and  by  such  coUnsion  frandnlently 
obtained  the  decree  of  divorce,  neither  of  them  coold  possibly  avoid  that  deorae  * 
it  is  binding  npon  both. 

Where  both  parties  nnite  to  practice  a  fraud,  neither  can  be  heard  to  seek  relief 
i^^ainst  it;  and  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  prejudiced  if  his  marriage  were  lawftU, 
he,  a  stranger,  has  no  interest  in  the  matter  which  would  authorise  him  to  impeach 
the  Judgment  for  fraud. 

New  York  Special  T^rm^  Fehnmryy  1868. 
This  action  was  brought  to  obtain  a  decree  declaring  void 
a  marriage    contract  entered  into  between   plaintiff  and 
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defendant  on  the  28th  of  June^  1861.  The  defendant  was 
married  to  one  Pomeroy^  in  the  state  of  Massachusetts^  in 
1848.  It  is  charged  that  in  1855  Pomeroy  left  Massachu- 
setts, went  to  Chicago  and  commenced  a  suit  against  his  wife 
Abby.  That  the  latter,  by  collusion  with  her  husband,  aided 
him  in  fraudulently  obtaining  a  divorce  in  Illinois,  &c.  The 
defendant  in  this  suit  put  in  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

C.  A.  SswABD,  far  d^endant. 


Tbe  defendant  waa  married  in  MasaaehiuettB,  in  1848,  to  one  Pomeroy. 

In  1855,  Pomeroy,  ^th  intent  to  evade  the  laws  of  Hassaehiuetts,  went  to  Chi- 
cago to  proenre  a  diyorce,  for  caneee  which  were  not  reoognised  by  the  laws  of  Mas- 
aachnsetts,  and  oommeneed  a  salt  for  that  parpose.  The  defendant  went  to  Chicago, 
and  appeared  in  said  suit,  and  pat  in  an  answer.  The  plaintiff  pat  in  no  replication, 
as  he  was  hound  to  do  by  law,  whereby  the  answer  stood  confessed. 

The  parties,  by  collusion,  on  the  19^  of  September,  1855,  procnred  to  be  entered 
and  docketed  a  formal  decree  of  divorce,  which  directed  that  an  absolnte  divorce 
from  matrimony  be  decreed,  as  by  reference  to  said  decree  will  more  folly  appear. 

Snch  decree  wae  fiaodolently  procared  by  onlawftd  coUosion,  and  was  and  is  a 
nnltity  by  the  laws  of  Maasachoseets  and  Illinois,  and  may  be  inqaired  into  by  the 
ooorts  of  this  state,  and  be  cMared  noil  and  void. 

On  the  28th  of  Jane,  1861,  tbe  plaintiif  and  defendant  did  attempt  to  contract  a 
marriage. 

The  prayer  is,  that  the  Blinois  decree  may  be  adjadged  to  be  frandolent  and  void, 
and  the  attempted  contract  of  the  28th  of  Jane,  1861,  to  be  a  nallity,  and  never  to 
have  had  any  legal  iezistence ;  and  that  the  defendant  may  be  hatred  from  dower. 

There  are  two  groands  of  demorrer : 

1.  The  ooort  has  no  jorisdiction  of  the  alleged  caase  of  action. 

2.  The  complaint  is  insofftcient 

L  This  action  can  only  proceed  ander  title  1,  article  2,  part  2,  chapter  8  of  tbe 
Revised  Statates  (2  B.  8.  l4Si)f  entitled,  "  Of  divorces  on  the  gronnd  of  the  nallity 
of  the  marriage  contract"  Apart  from  the  anthority  thus  conferred,  this  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  whatever  to  annul  a  marriage  contract.  No  such  power  is  contained 
within  its  inherent  jarisdiction.  (Bwtit  agt^  BurtiSj  Hoph.  Ch.  J2.  559.)  In  Pngntt  . 
agt  Pkelpt  (48  Barh»  8.  C.  B  566),  Judge  Clerks  said :  "  This  court  has  no  inher- 
ent power  to  declare  a  marriage  contract  void.  Whatever  power  this  court  possesses 
ia  given  by  statute."  This  was  followed  in  Ivea  agt  Ivti  {MSS,)f  and  to  the  same 
effect  is  Jarvit  agt  Jarvit  (3  Sdw.  Oh,  B.  462). 

IL  The  force  of  this  cannot  be  evaded  by  the  allegation  that  the  marriage  contract 
between  the  parties  hereto  was  only  an  "  ftttempt,"  as  it  is  denominated  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  not  an  actual  contract,  for  the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  has  sued  the 
defendant  by  his  name  and  as  his  wife,  and  thereby  admitted  the  contract  in  extento. 

II L  If,  therefore,  the  cause  of  action,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  is  not  embraced 
within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  this  court  has  no  Jurisdiction,  and  the  complaint 
most  be  dismissed. 

lY.  The  eomplaint  seeks  to  present  two  groands  of  jurisdiction : 
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Ist  Fnmdalent  repreaentatioiis  by  the  defendant  as  to  the  validity  of  the  Hlkiois 
divorce,  and  the  groonde  thereof. 

2d.  The  absolate  illegality  of  the  Illinois  divorce  leaving  in  force  the  defendant*! 
former  marriage,  and  of  oonrae  a  former  haeband  at  the  time  of  the  second  marriage. 

1.  The  first  groond  is  inconseqaential  and  untenable^ 

(a.)  No  representations  as  to  the  divorce  conld  have  induced  the  second  marriage. 
It  woold  be  insensible  to  say  that  the  second  marriage  was  contracted  heecM»  of  the 
divorce. 

(6.)  The  defendant's  allegation  that  the  Illinois  divorce  was  valid  is  as  yet  tnie. 

(c.)  The  defendant's  allegation  that  she  procnred  the  divorce  from  her  former  hus- 
band on  the  ground  of  his  adultery,  must,  as  it  is  not  denied^  be  taken  as  the  ground 
jpon  which  she  assented,  as  it  appears  from  the  complaint  she  did  assent,  to  the 
Judgment  of  divorce.  By  assenting  to  the  judgment  she  did  procure  it,  and  the  fact 
that  her  motive  and  ground  for  so  doing  was  the  adultery  of  the  complainant  is  of  no 
consequence,  as  his  chastity  is  not  averred. 

{d.)  The  alleged  representations  are  not  of  a  kind  which  eqnity  regards  as  consti- 
tuting such  fraud  as  requires  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  contract  The  frauds 
which  equity  relieves  against  are  those  which  are  perpetrated  by  force  or  duress, 
or  those  which  concern  property,  or  affect  the  rights  of  property  (1  Day's  Oaan  t» 
Mrror,  111).  If  the  defendant  had  said  that  her  first  husband  was  dead,  she  would 
have  said  no  more  than  she  did  say,  for  he  was  dead  to  her  by  reason  of  his  adultery 
and  divorce ;  but  even  such  a  representation  has  been  decided  by  this  court  not  to  be 
a  ground  for  annulling  a  marriage  contract,  per  SuTHEBLAin),  J.,  who  said :  "  I  find 
neither  precedent  nor  principle  for  declaring  a  marriage  void  for  fraud  as  to  or  in 
such  a  matter  or  thing."    {Clarke  agt  Clariey  11  Abb,  Pr.  J?.  230.) 

(e.)  The  complaint  is  defective  in  not  avening,  as  required  by  tiie  statute  {2B.  8. 
143,  $  31),  that  since  the  plaintiff  acquired  knowledge  of  what  he  denominates  a 
*'  fraud,  there  has  been  no  voluntary  cohabitation  between  the  parties." 

{f.)  It  does  not  appear  where  the  second  marriage  was  contracted,  nor  that  at  the 
place  of  contract  it  was  void,  or  that  it  could  have  been  there  avoided  for  the  causes 
here  alleged. 

1.  This  court  has  no  power  to  annul  a  marriage  oontraeted  out  of  this  state. 

2.  If  it  has  such  power,  then  it  can  exercise  it  only  in  case  of  fraud,  recognized  as 
such  at  the  place  of  contract 

Every  presumption  is  against  the  pleader,  and  especially  the  presumption  **  Omnia 
praesumurUur  riU  tt  aollm  niter  eut  acta  cUmee  probetur  in  eontraritan  eonira  tpoliaiO' 
rem,'"  and  *' donee prohetur;  ttahit  jyraesumptio" 

A  marriage  out  of  this  state  being  assumed,  its  legality  is  presumed,  and  if  legal 
at  the  place  of  contract,  it  is  legal  everywhere.  (1  Bishop  on  M.  and  D.  $  355.)  No 
fhiud  at  the  place  of  contract  being  averred,  this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  annul 
the  marriage. 

2d.  The  second  alleged  ground  of  jurisdiction  also  fails. 

1.  This  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of 
record  in  a  sister  state. 

(a.)  Every  judgment,  however  entered,  is  valid  until  vacated.  This  suit  con- 
cedes that  the  judgment  is  as  yet  valid  in  Illinois. 

(6.)  It  is  therefore  within  the  constitutional  protection  as  to  its  force  and  validity 
here.    {Const  U.  S.  Art  4,  $  1.) 

In  Bicknell  agt  Field  (8  Paige,  445\  the  chancellor  said,  <<  It  is  at  least  doubtful 
whether  any  court  in  this  state  has  any  right  or  power'  to  inquire  into  the  regularity 
of  a  judgment  recovered  in  one  of  the  superior  courts  of  a  sister  state,  after  personal 
service  of  the  process  upon  the  party  against  whom  such  judgment  was  obtained. 
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It  would  not  be  giving  ftill  faith  and  oredit  to  the  record  to  peroiit  it  to  be  alleged, 
and  shown  that  the  judgment  record  waa  made  np  and  filed  frandalenUy  by  the 
derk  of  the  eoort  and  withont  anthority."  What  the  party  enjoined  cannot  do.  a 
fortiori  a  stranger  cannot  do.     ( Waterveli  agt.  Lewirj  2  JfcZmn,  511.) 

"  If  the  foreign  conrt  which  rendered  the  jadgment,"  said  Pabsons,  C.  J„  in 
Bimll  agt  Brig^  (2  JTom.  440)  "  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  the  regularity  of  the 
proeeedingt  is  not  to  be  drawn  into  question."  *'  The  courts  of  one  state,"  said  the 
court  in  Sogtrt  agt  Bogen  {15  B.  Mo%,  364),  "  cannot  change  or  alter  the  decisions 
of  another  on  the  ground  that  they  are  erroneons." 

2.  The  judgment  remaining  nnreveraed,  even  the  parties  could  not,  either  in  Illi- 
nois or  in  this  state,  maintain  an  independent  suit  to  annul  it.  {Hood  agt  Hood^  11 
AUtn^  200.)  The  validity  of  the  judgment  can  be  tested  only  by  appeal  in  the  suit 
in  whkh  it  was  rendered.     {BiebuU  agt  Fidi^  tupra;  Bwlm  agt  SHommi^  3 

3.  The  old  maxim,  "Be$  judicata  pro  veriiaU  ooc^itMr/*  applies  here  as  forcibly 
upon  every  ground  as  it  ever  can  apply,  and  defeats  this  action.  The  law  proceed* 
ing  upon  the  maxim,  '*  Interest  reipublica  ut  tit  fini*  HHum/'  regards  such  judgments 
as  conclusive.    {PkiUipt  on  JBo,y  Oowen  and  Bill^  Jfotu,  Part  2;  824,  946.) 

4.  One  reason  only  can  be  assigned  for  declaring  a  judgment  void,  and  that  is  that 
the  conrt  by  which  it  was  rendered  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  or  of 
the  parties.  Such  reason  does  not  exist  in  the  present  case,  and  has  not,  of  course, 
been  here  assigned. 

5.  The  circuit  court  of  Cook  county,  having  had  jurisdiction  both  of  the  subject 
matter  and  of  the  parties,  its  conduct  of  the  cause  prior  to  the  judgment  is  a  matter 
with  which  it  is  alone  concerned ;  and  whether  it  was  erroneons  or  not,  this  court 
cannot  inquire  into  it  Where  the  record  shows  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter 
and  the  person,  the  judgment  of  the  conrt  cannot  be  questioned  for  errors  of  sub- 
stance or  form  intervening.    {Lane  agt  Bommelvumnf  17  liL  95.) 

If  a  conrt  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  and  of  the  person,  a  judgment  or 
decree  rendered  by  it,  however  irregfUar  or  erroneous,  will  not  be  void,  but  merely 
voidable.  {Watier  agt  Bogan,  1  Wis,  597.)  Such  errors  can  be  taken  advantage 
of  only  on  appeal  {Farrington  agt  JTing,  I  Bradford,  182),  and  the  judgment  is 
oondnrive  until  reversed,  [Bo  Laney  agt  Bsed^  4  /ova,  292 ;  Cole  agt  Butler^  43 
JfatJie,  401 ;  KeUeif  agt  Jfiee,  3  Sinsedy  59;  Smith  SigL.Knowlton,  11  Hew  ffamp. 
192,)  though  the  error  appear  on  the  face  of  the  record  [Farmertf  L.  d  T.  Co.  agt 
Ktsiney,  6  MeLeanf  1)  and  though  the  judgment  was  obtained  by  fraud  {Simms  agt 
SlatMm,  3  CrancJi,  300)  and  though  it  is  apparent  that  the  court  erred  as  to  the  law 
{Preston  agt  Clarkj  9  <?eo.  244.) 

6.  If  the  judgment  was  fraudulently  procured,  it  cannot  be  impeached  for  that 
reason  in  this  collateral  action.  In  JHlford  agt.  Barney  (1  /ova,  575)  the  court  said 
"  a  judgment  cannot  be  impeached  collaterally  for  fraud.''  In  The  People  agt  Down' 
iag  (4  Sandf.  8.  C.  B.  193)  Oaklbb,  Ch.  J.  said:  <*  The  decree  was  obtained  in  a 
competent  court,  and  cannot  be  impeached  in  a  collateral  proceeding.  There  is  a 
way  in  which  a  decree,  if  it  has  been  obtained  through  fraud,  may  be  vacated,  but 
that  must  be  by  a  direct  application  for  the  purpose.  No  judgment  rendered  in  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  can  be  impeached  in  a  collateral  matter  for  fraud." 
To  the  same  efiect  is  Zampreg  agt  Jfudd,  9  Poster  (if.  ff.),  229  and  Wesson  agt 
ChoMberlain  (3  Comst.  332)  in  which  the  court  said  that  a  "judgment  is  not  open  to 
attnak  upon  the  merits  in  a  collateral  action." 

7.  The  most  that  can  be  said  against  the  judgment  in  this  case  is,  that  the  court 
inegulaiiy  disregarded  the  answer  and  rei^ered  judgment  non  obstante.  In  Biehl 
■gt  Page  (2  Oreenf  Ch  343)  the  court  said.  **  a  indgment  in  a  case  in  which  the  court 
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rendering  it  had  jorisdietion  cannot,  thongfa  irregular  and  not  according  to  tfaa 
statate  aothorizing  it,  be  impeached  by  a  stranger,  collaterally.'' 

The  same  point  haa  been  as  strongly  enonciated  and  decided  in  the  following 
cases :  Maxwell  agt  PUtinffeTf  2  Orea^  156 ;  Andenon  agt  JVy,  6  Indiana  S.  76 ; 
State  agt.  Connolly  f  6  Irtdellf  243;  MxUtr  agt  Barktloo,  3  Sng.  318;  Bwn  agt 
Byrd,  Id.  384 ;  Crvptey  agt  McKin%eif,  30  Barb.  48 ;  BvmHted  agt  jB0e<4  31  ^ari. 
i9.  a  B.  669,  and  cases  there  ciied ;  Barnm  agt  Taitf  18  ^2a.  668;  Jfo6^agt.  Mob- 
ley,  9  6^K>.  247;  Wri^kt  agt.  Marsh,  2  Oreme:  94;  BanoulsgL  Grijfie,  3  Md.bi;  MiUt 
agt.  IHclvon.  6  Bich,  487  ;  FaiMferTxx/ agt.  Van  Valienlnirgh,  2  ^fiEeJcictt,  190 ,  Cyphert 
agt  McOlure,  22  Pom.  195.  The  plalntiil  therefore  cannot  attack  the  jndginent 
rendered  in  Illinois. 
8.  Bat  there  was  no  irregnlarity  in  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
(f.)  The  qnestion  of  the  immobility  of  the  answer  was  one  of  rule  and  practioe, 
and  if  after  the  answer  was  filed  the  defendant  was  called  and  made  no  answer, 
then  the  ooort  ooald  permit  the  plaintiir  to  withdraw  the  answer,  or  ooQid  treat  the 
defendant  as  in  default  and  order,  as  it  did,  j<idgm«.nt  pro  om^mo.  The  practice  is 
as  old  as  the  court  of  chancery.    (2  Ikmdi,  Ck  P.  695.) 

(2.)  It  is  always  competent  to  withdraw  an  answer,  and  if  counsel  state  in  open 
court  that  the  answer  is  withdrawn,  the  court  proceeds  to  render  Judgment  as  in 
case  of  default 

(3.)  The  judgment  record  is  referred  to  in  the  complaint,  and  it  is  therefore  before 
the  court.  It  appears  upon  an  inspection  to  have  been  rendered  without  dissent  and 
by  default  after  personal  Berviee. 

This  is  a  matter  purely  within  the  control  of  the  Illinois  court,  and  the  decree  ia 
to  be  regarded  as  having  been  rendered  by  consent  and  alter  trial,  and,  as  such,  is 
not  subject  to  review.  {Wells  agt  Martin,  1  Okio,  386.)  The  defendant  could  waive 
the  privileges  springing  fh>m  the  filing  of  her  answer,  as  ahe  could  have  waived  a 
Jury  trial  here,  and  by  her  silence  she  is  to  be  deemed  to  have  waived  them.  (J?of<* 
vick  agt  Pertint,  4  Geo.  47.)  This  is  especially  so  in  view  of  the  allegation  in  the 
complaint  that  the  decree  was  by  collusion. 

y.  The  complaint  proceeds  upon  a  mistaken  view  of  the  law.  In  order  to  annul  a 
Judgment,  a  direct  action  of  nullity  must  be  instituted  in  the  same  court  in  which 
the  judgment  was  rendered.  No  other  oonrt  it  competent  to  vacate  the  judgment 
Where,  however,  a  party  to  a  void  judgment  seeks  to  avail  himself  of  it,  and  makes 
it  the  basis  of  an  affirmative  action,  then,  and  not  till  then,  can  the  defendant  attack 
it.  {Clark  agt.  BerUrt,  15  La.  An,  279.)  The  defendant  in  this  suit  is  not  using  the 
Illinois  judgment  for  any  purpose,  and  until  she  does  bring  an  action  upon  it,  this 
court  has  no  power  to  inquire  into  it 

VI.  The  cause  of  action,  as  sef  forth  in  the  oomplaint,  does  not  fkll  within  any  one 
of  the  four  subdivisions  contained  in  the  statute, 
(a.)  It  is  not  for  alleged  minority. 

{b.)  Nor  that  (here  is  a  former  husband  of  the  defendant  now  liviuff,  her  marriage 
with  whom  is  now  in  fbroe. 
(c.)  Kor  tliat  the  plaintifi*  was  an  idiot  or  a  lunatic 
(c7.)  Nor  that  the  consent  of  the  plaintiiF  was  procured  by  force  or  fhiod. 
The  cause  of  action  is  disclosed  by  the  relief  now  sought,  which  is 
(1.)  Declare  the  Illinois  £vorce,  rendered  in  December,  1855,  to  be  illegal. 
(2.  Declare  that  in  consequence  of  such  declaration,  the  former  marriage  of  the 
defendant  with  her  former  husband  is  retnstaited  in  fhll  force. 

(3.)  Declare  retroactively  that  it  was  so  reinstated  and  io  force  in  June,  1861, 
when  the  plaintiff  married  the  defendant,  notwithstanding  the  Illinois  divorce  was 
then  unreversed  and  not  vacated. 
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(4.)  Declare  th«k  in  Jane,  1861,  when  the  pnrtiee  to  this  aait  were  married,  the 
defendant's  former  bosliand  was  Hving,  and  that  her  marriage  with  each  former 
hoaband  was  then  in  force,  and  that  she  has  been  guilty  of  bigamy. 

(5.)  Declare  that  in  eonaeqaence  of  the  decision  in  this  suit  a  marriage  UwfoUj 
contracted  ont  of  this  state  is  made  illegal. 

(6.)  And  finally  declare  sach  marriage  noil  and  the  defendant  barred  from  dower 
in  ]«al  estate,  which  the  plaintiff  has  not  yet  acquired. 

This  court  has  neyer  claimed,  or  exercised,  or  possessed  any  Jarisdiction  to  grant 
any  sach  relief  {Pwput  agt  Phelpt,  48  Barb,  S.  O.  B.  566).  Even  if  it  had,  moral- 
ity and  decency  alike  require  that  it  should  refase  to  exercise  it  in  the  pieaent  otse 
(^Cii^er  agt  Singett  41  Barb.  8.  C,  B,  140). 

VIL  The  complaint  should  be  dismissed. 


G.  W.  PabsonS)  far  plaintiff. 

Cabdozo,  J.  The  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  the 
parties  resorted  to  Illinois  to  obtain  a  decree  of  divorce  in 
fraud  or  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  place  of  their  domicile  I 
think  nnimportant  here.  •  I  can  very  well  see  how  the  state 
of  Massachusetts  might  complain  that  its  citizens  had  vio* 
lated  their  allegiance  to  it,  and  how  the  courts  of  that  state 
might  disregard  the  judgment  of  another  jurisdiction  which 
granted  a  divorce  to  persons  domiciled  in  the  former  state, 
who  could  not  have  obtained  such  a  decree  in  the  tribunals 
<A  that  state.  But  I  do  not  know  of  any  prii^ciple,  and 
have  not  been  referred  to  any  decision  which  sustains  the 
doctrine  that  the  courts  of  this  state  should  thus  protect  the 
sovereign  rights  of  Massachusetts.  The  complaint  does  not 
question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Illinois  court  over  the  sub- 
ject matter,  and  it  shows  that  that  tribunal  acquired  juris- 
diction of  the  persons  of  the  parties*— of  the  plaintiff  by  his 
bringing  the  action,  and  of  the  defendant  by  her  appearing 
and  answering  the  bill.  Whether  the  rest  of  the  complaint  be 
deemed  to  charge  in  effect  only  that  certain  irregularities 
were  had  in  the  progress  of  the  suit,  or  whether  it  suffi- 
ciently alleges  that  the  parties  practiced  a  fraud  on  the  court, 
and  thus  procured  the  decree,  will  not  be  material  to  deter- 
mine. If  the  former  be  the  true  construction,  then  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  mere  irregularity  could  not  affect  the 
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decree,  and  that  the  plaintiff  here,  a  stranger  to  that  litiga- 
tion, cannot  be  heard  to  question  the  regularity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  that  suit.  He  may  raise  jurisdictional  questions, 
but  not  mere  points  of  regularity  in  practice.  If,  however, 
the  right  view  of  the  pleading  be  the  latter  one,  above  men- 
tioned, and  if  the  courts  of  this  state  can  entertain  a  suit  to 
annul  the  decree  of  a  court  of  another  state  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  yet  this  plaintiff*  is  not  in  a  position  to  ask  any  such 
relief.  No  one  can  claim  to  have  a  judgment  or  a  deed 
avoided  for  fraud,  unless  it  injuriously  affects  him,  and  such 
is  not  the  case  with  this  plaintiff!  Giving  the  complaint  the 
most  liberal  construction  for  the  plaintiff,  it  charges  that  the 
representations  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  plaintiff  married 
the  defendant,  was  that  she  '^had  procured  a  valid  divorce" 
from  her  former  husband.  In  other  words,  that  this  plain- 
tiff and  she  might  lawfully  be  married.  Now  if  this  be  true, 
the  plaintiff  has  not  been  harmed  by  this  deception,  and  even 
if  the  representations  were  inaccurate,  he  will  not  be  entitled 
to  annul  the  marriage.  The  complaint  does  not  dispute  but 
that  if  the  decree  of  divorce  stands  the  defendant  would  be 
at  liberty  to  marry,  and  that,  therefore,  must  be  assumed, 
but  it  avers  that  the  parties  to  the  divorce  suit  colluded 
together,  and  by  such  collusion  fraudulently  obtained  the 
judgment.  If  that  be  so,  neither  of  those  parties  could  pos- 
possibly  avoid  that  decree.  {Bishop  on  Marriage  and  Div. 
706.)  It  is  binding  upon  both  of  them,  and  the  marriage 
between  this  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  was  valid.  Where 
both  parties  unite  to  practice  a  fraud,  neither  can  be  heard 
to  seek  relief  against  it ;  and  as  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  preju- 
diced if  his  marriage  were  lawful,  he,  a  stranger,  has  no  in- 
terest in  the  matter  which  would  authorize  him  to  impeach 
the  judgment  for  that  fraud.  That  his  feelings  or  prejudices 
might  have  revolted  at  marrying  a  woman  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, gives  him  no  standing  in  court.  {Clarke  agt. 
Clarke^  11  Abbott^  P.  R.  230.)  Without  adverting  to  other 
views  which  lead  me  to  think  that  this  complaint  can 
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not  be  sustained;  enough  has  been  said  to  show  that,  in  my 
opinion^  the  demurrer  is  well  taken,  and  that  there  must  be 
judgment  thereon  for  the  defendant,  with  costs. 


• » > 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Ebie  Railwat  Cohpant  and  James  Fisk,  Jb.,  agt* 
MATifiHATJi  B.  Champlain  and  others. 

On  aa  application  for  an  order  appointing  a  referee  to  take  an  affidavit  or  eUpotitum 
of  a  penon  who  reftuee  to  make  the  same,  to  be  need  on  a  motion  (Code,  $  401, 
««&.  7),  no  notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  adverse  party  to  the  action  of  snob 
application ;  and  such  party  has  not  the  right  to  appear  before  the  referee  to  cross- 
examine  the  person  making  the  deposition. 

Neither  can  the  adverse  party  make  a  motion  to  set  aside  or  vacate  the  order  made 
on  snob  application ;  the  person  whose  deposition  Is  desired  is  the  only  one  who 
can  make  such  a  motion 

Otsego  Special  Tertny  Aprils  1868. 

Motion  by  defendants  to  set  aside  an  order  dated  the  28th 
day  of  March,  1868,  appointing  Amasa  A.  Redfield,  Esq., 
referee  to  take  the  depositions  of  Cornelius  Vanderbilt  and 
others,  to  be  used  upon  a  motion  in  this  action  to  suspend 
Frank  Work  from  his  office  as  director  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company.  The  order  was  granted  pursuant  to  subdivision 
7  of  section  401  of  the  Code,  upon  affidavits  that  Vanderbilt 
and  the  others  named  in  the  order  had  refused  to  make  affi- 
davits. 

Lewis  Setmouk,  for  plaintiffs. 
Samuel  Edick,  for  defendants* 

Balcok,  J.  The  plaintiffs'  counsel  raises  the  question 
that  the  defendants  cannot  make  this  motion,  and  he  insists 
that  such  a  motion  can  be  made  only  by  the  persons  whose 
depositions  the  referee  is  required  to  take.  The  provision 
of  the  Code  under  which  the  order  was  made  is :  '^  When  any 
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party  intends  to  make  or  oppose  a  motion  in  any  court  of 
record  and  it  shall  be  necessary  for  him  to  have  the  affidavit 
of  any  person  who  shall  have  refused  to  make  the  same,  such 
court  may  by  order  appoint  a  referee  to  take  the  affidavit  or 
deposition  of  such  person."  {Codey  ^  401,  suib.  7.)  No 
notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  adverse  party  to  an 
action  of  the  application  for  such  an  order,  and  such  party 
has  not  the  right  to  appear  before  the  referee  to  cross-exam- 
ine the  person  making  the  deposition.  The  order  is  a  matter 
exclusively  between  the  party  that  obtains  it  and  title  person 
whose  deposition  is  desired;  and  I  am  of  the  opinion  such 
person  only  can  move  to  have  it  vacated.  The  party  obtain- 
ing it  should  not  be  embarrassed  by  any  motion  of  the 
adverse  party  to  set  it  aside. 

For  these  reasons,  the  defendant's  motion  to  set  aside  the 
order  of  the  28th  of  March  last,  appointing  Redfield  referee 
to  take  the  depositions  of  Vanderbilt  and  others^  is  denied, 
with  $10  costs. 


■^♦» 


SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Erie  Railway  Compant  and  Jakes  Fibk,  Jb.,  agt. 
Mabshall  B.  Champlain  and  others. 

Where  a  penon  whose  affldavU  or  depontion  bi  required  to  he  naed  on  a  motion 
{Code,  $  401,  tub.  7)  appears  before  the  referee  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
such  deposition,  and  is  partially  examined  without  objection,  it  is  then  too  late  for 
him  to  move  to  vacate  tiie  order  appointing  the  referee,  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
not  reftised  to  make  his  deposition. 

Otsego  Special  Termj  Aprilj  1868. 

Motion  hj  James  H.  Colepan  to  set  aside  an  order  made 
at  a  special  term  of  this  court,  on  the  first  day  of  April, 
1868,  appointing  Amasa  A.  Redfield,  Esq.,  referee  to  take 
his  deposition,  to  be  used  upon  a  motion  in  this  action  to 
suspend  Frank  Work  from  his  office  as  director  of  the  Erie 
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Railway  Company.  The  order  was  procured  by  the  plain- 
ti£,  under  subdivision  7  of  section  401  of  the  Code.  Cole- 
man appeared  and  was  sworn  before  the  i^feree,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  order^  and  answered  some  questions  that  were 
put  to  him  by  the  plaintifis'  counaaL  His  examination  was 
then  stopped  by  an  order  staying  proceedings,  under  the 
order  appointing  the  referee,  until  he  could  make  this  motion 
to  set  aside  the  last  mentioned  order,  on  the  ground  that  he 
never  refused  to  make  an  affidavit  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lewis  Setmoub,  for  plaintiffs. 
Samuel  Edick,  far  Coleman. 

Balcom,  J.  It  is  imnecessary  to  decide  the  question 
whether  the  conduct  of  Coleman  was  such  as  to  entitle  the 
plaintifl^  to  an  order  appointing  a  referee  to  take  his  deposi- 
tion, pursuant  to  sectioil  401,  subdivision  7,  of  the  Code,  if 
the  &cts  had  been  fully  and  particularly  presented  to  the 
court  when  the  order  was  granted.  He  appeared,  was 
sworn  and  partially  examined  before  the  referee,  without 
objection.  After  doing  that,  it  was  too  late  for  him  to  raise 
the  objection  ihei  the  order  was  irregularly  granted,  or  to 
move  to  have  it  set  aside,  on  the  ground  that  his  conduct 
had  not  been  tantamount  to  a  refiisal  ta  make  an  affidavit 
for  the  plaintiffs,  to  be*  used  upon  a  motion  in  the  action  to 
^spend  Work  fit>m  his  office  of  director  of  the  Erie  Railway 
Company.  The  question  Is  not  presented  whether  any  of 
the  interrogatories  put  to  Coleman  were  impertinent,  and  I 
shall  not  express  an  opinion  respecting  the  same. 

The  motion  is  denied,  with  $10  costs  to  be  paid  by  Cole- 
man to  the  plaintiff,  on  the  sole  ground  that  it  is  made  too 
late. 
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A  penon  who  fonu  a  imw  eompodtioii,  and  ioTents  a  nem  word  to  ehiuaoteriia  it, 
is  entitled  to  be  proteeted  in  the  ezdonye  nee  of  each  ward  aa  hie  tnde-mai^  and 
an  injunction  will  iaaoa  to  zeatnin  oChen  tnm  appropriating  it  to  deaignate  a 
similar  article. 

Plaintiff  had  invented  a  ''new  medicine,^  and  formed  the  eompoond  word  "FerrO' 
PAMpibrotaT  to  designate  it    Bach  combined  word  was  aar. 

Meldf  that  be  was  entitled  to  the  exclosiTe  nse  of  such  eompoond  word,  and  that 
others  eoold  be  restrained  by  injonction  from  nsing  it 

Special  Temiy  December^  1867. 
Motion  to  dissolye  injunctioiu 

J.  D.  BnjASQS,  for  moHan* 
Pabis  O.  Clabk^  opposed. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  The  claiin  of  the  plaintiffs  in  this  action 
is,  that  the  name  affixed  by  them  to  the  medicine  which  was 
first  compounded  by  them  in  1861,  **  Ferro-Phosphorated 
Elixir  of  Calisaya  Bark/'  is  the  subject  of  a  trade  mark,  and 
that  it  is  their  property  by  priority  of  adoption,  and  can* 
not  be  appropriated  by  any  other  persoiM,  to  any  article  aim. 
ilar  to  the  one  manufactured  by  them. 

The  plaintiffs  do  not  seek  to  enjoin  the  defendant  firom 
manufacturing  and  selling  his  compound,  or  any  other  mix- 
ture composed  of  any  elements,  but  they  insist  that  he  shall 
not  sell  it  with  a  label  bearing  upon  it  the  name  ^^  Ferro- 
Phosphorated  Elixir  of  Calisaya  Bark.'* 

The  medicine,  which  the  plaintiffi  claim  to  be  so  useful 
and  healthful  in  its  application*  as  a  remedial  agent,  and  to 
be  a  isource  of  great  profit  to  them,  was  first  prepared  in 
their  establishment  with  their  own  materials,  by  themselves 
and  their  derk  Coffin,  under  their  directions. 

The  name  by  which  it  is  designated  was  composed  and 
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applied  to  it  first  by  them.  Whatever  Coffin-  did  in  the  mat- 
ter^ whatever  inventive  skill  he  exhibited  or  experiments  he 
performed;  in  this  preparation^  was  under  their  advisement, 
88  a  derk  in  their  employment,  and  for  the  benefit  of  his 
principals. 

The  recipe  for  the  composition  was  the  property  of  the 
plaintifik,  as  was  the  name  invented  and  aippliedj  if  the  name 
adopted  can  be  the  subject  of  property. 

There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  similar 
preparations,  in  some  of  their  essential  elements,  had  been 
made  and  were  in  use  before  the  plaintifi^  experimented  on 
or  produced  their  article ;  but  it  is  not  established  that  any 
mixture  composed  of  all  the  ingredients  used  by  plaintifis,  or 
having  a  name  in  all  respects  similar  to  that  adopted  and 
applied  by  plaintiffii,  was  in  use  or  known  to  the  public 
before  the  plaintiffi  introduced  their  medicine. 

The  Elixir  of  Calisaya  or  Peruvian  Bark  was  in  use,  and 
perhaps  in  solution  with  iron  in  some  form. 

But  this  case  shows  that  this  composition,  with  its  par- 
ticular and  specific  substances,  was  first  introduceds  by  the 
plaintiffi  under  its  peculiar  name,  ^^  Ferro-Phosphorated 
Elixir  of  Calisaya  Bark,''  and  that  they  first  applied  the  spe- 
cific words,  ^' ferro-phosphorated^"  in  composition,  to  any 
medicine.  , 

The  question  presented  is,  is  this  name,  as  combined  and 
arranged  by  plaintifis,  the  subject  of  a  trade  mark,  and  can 
they  be  protected  in  its  exclusive  use. 

The  case  of  Wolfe  agt.  Goulard  (18  How.  R  p.  64),  is  a 
leading  one  on  this  particular  branch  of  the  law  of  trade 
marks. 

Mr.  Justice  Ingraham,  who  delivered  the  opinion  in  that 
case,  says  ^^  that  when  a  person  forms  a  new  word  to  desig- 
nate an  article  made  by  him,  which  has  never  been  used 
before,  he  may  obtain  such  a  right  to  that  name  as  to  entitle  t 
him  to  the  sole  use  ol  it  as  against  others  who  attempt  to  use 
it  for  a  similar  article.    But  such  an  exclusive  right  can 
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never  be  gucceasfully  daimed  of  words  in  common  use  pre- 
viouslyy  as  applicable  to  similar  articles." 

In  the  case  of  BumeU  agt.  PhaJm  (9  Bosw.  R  192),  Mr. 
Justice  PiEBBBPOsNT  sajs :  ^^  No  one  can  appropriate  a  word 
in  general  use  as  his  trade  mark,  and  restrain  others  from 
using  that  word.'' 

In  considering  the  case  before  the  court  in  the  light  of 
these  authorities,  two  facts  are  to  be  regarded : 

The  article  composed  by  plaintiffs  as  a  whole  was  original 
with  them.  In  the  condition  it  was  presented  to  the  public; 
it  was  new.  As  it  was  a  recent  composition,  it  would  of 
necessity  require  a  characteristic  name,  if  its  elements  were 
to  be  indicated  in  its  appellation.  Compounded  of  substances 
known  principaUy  to  chemktry,  which  science  has  a  nomen- 
clature  peculiar  to  itself,  the  words  to  distinguish  it  would 
be  in  a  language  fiuniliar  to  chemists  and  that  .limited  class 
of  persons  who  deal  in  drugs  and  chemicals. 

It  is  true  that  the  meaning  of  the  words  singly,  which 
mark  the  compound  in  question,  is  known  to  a  large  class  of 
persons  other  than  those  designated ;  but  as  far  as  the  word 
^^ferro^hoapharaied  is  concerned,  it  cannot  be  said  that  it  is 
in  common  or  general  use,  or  that  it  is  even  understood  by 
the  great  number  of  persons  who  take  the  remedy  on  the 
advice  of  a  physician,  as  indicating  the  true  nature  and  char- 
acter of  the  mixture,  unless  the  general  advice  and  direction 
of  the  physician  may  suggest  it. 

Such  persons  may,  and  doubtless  do  in  most  cases,  under- 
stand that  the  medicine  ordered  contains  Peruvian  bark  and 
iron;  but  as  they  read  the  label  on  the  bottle,  they  do  not 
learn  from  it  what  the  article  really  is,  al  hough  its  elements 
are  generally  indicated  by  the  words  used. 

They  are  not  like  words  in  general  or  common  use,  in  any 
true  sense,  which  carry  to  the  mind  of  all  classes,  instantly 
the  eye  lights  on  them,  the  true  character  of  the  contents  of 
the  package  upon  which  they  are  placed. 

All  understand  what  the  words  "  tobacco,"  "  gin,"  "  brandy," 
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^^  cotton  yarn/'  mean ;  but  the  words  ^'  Ferro-Phosphorated 
Elixir  of  Calisaya  Bark  ^  would  in  general  be  unintelligible 
to  most  persons* 

I  am  not  certain  that  the  distinction  I  have  taken  in 
xespeet  to  the  particular  words  in  this  case,  provided  the 
words  be  strictly  and  in  chemical*  language  correct,  removes 
it  from  the  principles  so  well  considered  and  clearly  estab- 
lished iQ  the  cases  of  Wolfe  agt.  Gauiardy  or  Burnett  agt, 
Fhahn. 

But  the  views  above  expressed,  it  spears  to  me,  apply 
with  great  force  to  the  words  "  ferro-phosphorated." 

There  is  nothing  to  show  that  this  compound  ioord  was 
ever  used,  before  it  was  so  applied  by  plaintifis,  to  indicate 
any  preparation,  and  I  have  been  referred  to  no  book  in  any 
language  in  which  it  can  be  found;  I  have  resorted  to  seve- 
ral chemical  works  and  medical  dictionaries,  and  find  no  such 
compound  word.  "  Ferrum,"  of  which  "  ferro  ^  is  a  form,  is 
a  conunon  word  in  the  Latin;  and  ^' phosphorated"  is  recog- 
nized by  Webster  as  an  English  word. 

But  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  no  such  word  as  ^^  ferro"  and 
^^phosphorated,"  in  combination,  is  to  be  found  in  any  lan- 
guage, except  the  forming  of  it  by  plaintiffs  has  had  the 
efl^t  to  iutroduce  it,  and  if  so,  plaintifib  are  entitled  to  the 
credit  and  use  of  it.  The  combined  word,  I  am  satisfied,  is 
philologically  incorrect.  I  do  not  suggest  that  the  word  is 
meaningless,  or  that  its  elements  do  not  indicate  in  a  general 
way  some  of  the  ingredients  of  the  preparation,  but  it  does 
not  do  so  chemically,  or  in  an  exact  sense,  and  was  doubtless 
arbitrarily  invented  and  arranged  by  plaintiffs. 

In  the  case  of  Burnett  agt.  Phdlonj  the  plaintiff  had  adopted 
as  a  trade  mark  the  word  '^  Cocoame^^  to  designate  a  com 
pound  prepared  by  him  in  part  from  cocoa  nut  oil.  It  was 
upheld  on  the  ground  that  Burnett  bad  contrived  a  name 
unknown  to  any  language,  and  sold  lus  mixture  under  that 
appropriate  designation* 
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The  defendant  in  that  case  urged  that  the  word  used  by 
plaintiffs  was  compounded  from  the  French. 

I  think  it  fairly  to  be  inferred  from  the  facts  of  that  case^ 
as  they  are  reported,  that  Burnett  meant  by  the  word 
'^  Cocoaine  "  to  indicate  to  the  public  the  presence  of  cocoa 
ntaoam  his  mixture. 

I  think  in  this  regard  there  is  an  analogy  between  the  case 
of  Burnett  agt.  Phdlm  and  the  one  befbre  the  court ;  the  lat- 
ter case  is  scarcely  more  strongly  characterized  than  the 
former.  The  word  "  ferro-phosphorated  ^  was  invented  and 
applied  by  plaintifis. 

In  disposing  of  this  case,  we  should  not  loose  sight  of  the 
fact  that  the  affidavits  of  several  physicians  were  read  on  the 
hearing,  from  which  it  appeared  that  they  have  used  this 
remedy  in  their  practice  for  several  years,  and  that  when 
they  prescribe  "  Ferro-Phosphorated  Elixir  of  Calisaya  Bark,^ 
they  intend  the  medicine  manufactured  and  sold  by  plainti£& 
of  that  name. 

The  defendant  was  in  the  emplo]rment  of  plaintiffs  at  the 
time  the  experiments  were  performed  which  resulted  in  the 
production  of  their  article.  He  was  a  helper  in  plaintiff's 
manufactory,  and  learned  from  the  clerk,^  Coffin,  who  had 
the  charge  of  the  department,  the  composition  of  the  article, 
and  the  substances  used  in  its  preparation. 

Defendant  subsequently  left  the  employment  of  plaintiff, 
and  commenced  the  manu&cture  and  sale  of  a  medicine 
according  to  the  recipe  communicated  to  him  by  the  clerk, 
while  they  were  together  with  plaintiffi. 

He  puts  up  the  same  in  bottles  abaut  the  size  used  by 
plaintifis,  with  a  label  thereon  as  follows:  ^^ Davis  &  Son's 
original  and  genuine  ^  Ferro-Phosphorated  Elixir  of  Calisaya 
Bark,'"  which  acts  plaintiffs  claim  are  intended  to  induce  the 
belief  that  the  medicine  offered  by  defendant  is  the  same 
originated  and  prepared  by  plaintifis,  and  that  persons  have 
been  deceived  and  plaintifis  injured  thereby. 

I  have  come  to  tiie  conclusion,  upon  the  &cts  of  this  case, 
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that  the  plaintlfi&  are  entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the 
word  ^^Ferro-Phosphorated/^  alone  or  in  combination  with 
any  other  words^  and  that  their  label  to  that  extent  is  a 
proper  subject  of  a  trade  mark. 

I  do  not  think  that  as  to  the  words  ^^Elixir  of  Calisaya 
Bark^  which  are  well  known  and  in  general  use^  they  are 
80  entitled. 

The  motion  to  dissolye  this  injunction  is  denied,  with  lib- 
erty to  the  defendant  to  aply  for  a  modification  of  it,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  principles  announced  herein. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

JoHK  H.  Bbady  agt.  The  Mayor  of  the  Crrr  of  New 
YoBK,  John  L.  Brown,  and  others. 

Where  a  inx  lety  law  paeaed  by  the  legislature,  for  the  city  of  New  York,  directlj 
appropriates  a  specified  som  for  a  particalar  object — repaving  and  repairing 
streets,  and  in  pnrsaanoe  of  snoh  law,  the  common  conncll  of  the  city  pass  an 
ordioanoe  formallj  impropriating  the  money  to  such  object;  a  amtraet  for  the 
work  and  ezpenditnre  of  the  money  made  by  the  act  under  the  directions -of  the 
street  department,  must  be  regarded  as  made  directly  by  the  authority  of  the 
legislature,  not  by  the  aathority  of  the  common  cooncil. 

Therefore  a  city  tor  payer  and  cettiii  qua  irutt  of  the  city  property  under  the  3d  seo- 
tion  of  the  act  of  1864  cannot  maintain  an  action,  under  that  act,  against  the  com- 
mon eonncil  and  the  eoutraotory  to  restrain  them  by  injunction  from  making  pay- 
ments under  a  contract  .to  do  the  work  and  to  declare  the  contract  void,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  made  as  provided  by  law— made  without  public  notice  for 
sealed  proposals  or  bids  as  required,  by  Uiw,  eyen  though  the  oticrMy  geMrol  or 
tiie  city  cerporation  could  maintain  such  action. 

The  fund  appropriated  by  the  legislature,  and  which  was  to  be  expended  under  the 
oontract,  is  not  at  all,  Ui  any  extent  or  in  any  respect  committed  to  the  manage- 
ment of  the  common  oouneil  or  snperyisors  of  the  county,  as  trutUet  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  1864. 

MonoN  by  defendants  to  dissolve  injunction  prohibiting 
the  making  of  pa]rments  on  contract  for  repairing  the  streets 
of  the  city  of  New  York  for  the  year  1867. 

The  contract  was  made  without  advertising  for  proposals 
Vol.  XXXV  6 
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The  grounds  upon  which  the  preliminary  injunction  was 
asked  for  and  sought  to  be  continued,  sufficiently  appear 
from  the  statements  in  the  opinion. 

James  Emott,  for  plaintiff. 

Aaron  J.  VanderfoeLi  for  dtfendant. 

Sutherland,  J.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  argues,  and 
appears  to  think,  if  it  should  be  conceded  that  the  contract 
made  with  the  defendant,  Brown,  for  repairing  and  keeping 
in  repair  the  streets,  &c.,  of  the  city,  could  and  ought  to  be 
declared  void  in  an  action  by  the  attorney  general  or  the  diy 
corporation^  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  made  as  provided 
by  law ;  that  is,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  made  without 
public  notice  for  sealefl  proposals  or  bids  as  required  by  law, 
that  it  would  follow  that  this  action  can  be  maintained  by 
the  plaintiff  as  a  city  tax  payer  and  a  ceaiui  que  trust  of  the 
city  property,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  8d  section  of  the 
act  of  April,  25th,  1864  {ch.  404,  p.  945  Laws  of  1864)  and 
that  it  would  also  follow  that  the  motion  to  continue  the 
injunction  ought  to  be  granted,  irrespective  of  the  questions 
whether  the  amount  by  the  contract  to  be  paid  for  the  work 
was  too  much,  and  whether  the  work  had  been  and  was 
being  faithfully  and  properly  performed  by  Brown. 

This,  I  think,  is  a  mistake ;  and  it  is  the  great  defect  of 
the  counsel's  argument. 

It  is  settled  that  the  plaintiff,  as  a  tax  payer,  cannot  main- 
tain this  action  without  the  aid  or  authority  of  the  dd  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  1864.  (DooUUle  agt.  The  Supervisors  qf 
Broome  Co.  18  K  F.  B.  155 ;  BooseveU  agt.  Draper^  33  N'. 
F,  B.  318.) 

Is  the  plaintifi's  case  within  that  section  ? 

The  question  is  important  and  I  have  given  it  a  careful 
consideration,  and  I  must  say  that,  in  my  opinion,  tfajB  plains- 
tiff  cannot  maintain  this  action  under  that  aection,  though 
it  should  be  conceded  that  the  contract  with  Brown  mij;ht 
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be  declared  void  at  the  instance  of  the  attorney  general  or  of 
the  city  corporation  in  a  proper  action^  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  made  without  the  observanee  of  the  formalities  re- 
quired by  law^  before  referred  to. 

What  is  the  law  1  and  what  are  the  &ct8 1 

The  dd  section  of  the  act  of  1864  declares  the  common 
eonncil  of  the  city  of  New  Tork^  and  also  the  supervisors  of 
the  county  of  New  York^  trustees  of  the  property,  funds  and 
effects  of  said  city  and  county^  '^  so  far  as  such  property  or 
efibcts  are  or  may  be  committed  to  their  management  or 
control,  and  every  person  residing  in  said  city  and  assessed 
to  pay  taxes  therein^  who  shall  pay  taxes  therein,  is  thereby 
declared  to  be  a  cestui  que  trust  in  respect  to  the  said  prop* 
erty,  ftinds  and  effects ;  and  the  section  further  declares  that 
**  any  co-trustee  or  any  such  eeshti  qui  trust  shall  be  entitled, 
as  against  such  trustees  and  in  regard  to  such  property,  funds 
and  effects,  to  all  the  rights  and  remedies  proyided  by  law 
of  any  co-trustee  or  eestui  que  trust  to  prosecute  and  main- 
tain any  action  to  prevent  waste  and  injury  to  any  property, 
funds  and  estate  held  in  trust/'  and  the  section  further  de- 
clares that  '^  such  trustees  are  hereby  made  subject  to  all 
the  duties  and  msponsibilities  imposed  by  law  on  trustees," 
and  that  ^^  such  duties  and  responsibilities  may  be  enforced 
by  any  co-trustee  or  cestui  que  trust  aforesaid/' 

By  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  Aprid  23d,  1867,  com- 
monly called  the  city  '^tax  levy"  for  that  year,  the  board 
of  supervisors  of  the  county  of  New  York,  among  other  sums 
of  money,  were  authorized  and  directed  to  levy  and  raise  by 
tax  $130^000  for  repaying  and  repairing  streets  for  the  cur- 
rent year,  the  act  expressly  providing  that  the  work  was 
*'to  be  done  by  contract  or  agreement,  as  provided  by  lawy 
under  the  direction  of  the  street  department,  and  no  contract 
to  be  made  in  excess  of  the  sum  authorized.  {Laws  of  1867, 
p.  16(fe.) 

The  3d  section  of  the  act  declares  that,  ^*  should  the  com- 
mon council  neglect  or  refuse  to  make  the  appropriation  for 
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the  several  amounts  herein  authorized  by  bw,  &C.9  then  and 
in  that  case,  the  mayor  and  comptroller  are  hereby  author- 
ized and  directed  to  make  said  appropriations;  and  the  ap- 
priations  thus  made  by  the  mayor  and  comptroller  shall  be 
in  effect  the  same  as  if  made  by  the  common  councUJ^ 

The  2d  and  4th  sections  of  the  act  declare,  that  the  said 
several  sums  hereby  appropriated  shall  be  applied  onUf  to  the 
objects  and  purposes  for  which  the  same  are  hereby  appro- 
priatedf  d^c. 

By  the  5th  section,  it  is  declared  that  *^  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York  shall  not  be 
liable  upon  any  contract  made,  or  expenditure  authorized,  or 
liability  incurred,  by  any  board,  department,  or  officer  of 
said  corporation,  for  any  object  or  purpose  which  is  not  ex- 
prei^Iy  authorized  by  this  act,  nor  for  any  contract  made,  or 
expenditure  authorized,  or  liability  incurred  by  any  board, 
department,  or  officer  of  said  corporation,  for  any.  object  or 
purpose  named  in  the  act,  beyond  the  amount  appropriated 
to  such  specific  object  or  purpose,'^  &c. 

I|ow,  in  view  of  these  directions  and  provisions  of  the  act 
of  1867,  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  $130,000  nosed  and  in 
the  hands  of  the  chamberlain  or  comptroller,  and  $125,000 
of  which  was,  by  the  contract  made  with  the  defendant 
Brown,  to  be  paid  to  him  for  the  work  to  be  done  under 
the  contract,  and  the  remaining  $5,000  of  which  was  to  be 
expended  in  the  discretion  of  the  street  commissioner,  for 
the  expense  of  the  inspection  and  superintendence  of  the 
work  to  be  done  under  the  contract,  were  at  all,  or  to  any 
extent,  or  in  any  respect  committed  to  the  management  or  con- 
trol of  the  common,  council  of  the  city  of  New  Tork^  or  to  the 
supervisors  of  the  county  of  New  TorJcy  within  the  meaning 
or  purpose  of  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  1864  ? 

In  view  of  the  directions  and  provisions  in  the  act  of 
1867  referred  to,  how  cslh  it  be  said  that  the  $130,00t  were 
intrusted  to  the  common  council  or  the  supervisors,  or  that 
the  common  council  or  supervisors  had  any  management  or 
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control  thereof  dfter  the  mooey  waa  raised  and  in  the  hands 
of  the  comptroller  or  chamberlain  f  or  even  that  the  contract 
made  by  the  street  commissioner  with  Brown  was  made  by 
the  authoHty  of  the  common  council  or  supervisors  ? 

True,  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  1867  probably  shows 
that  the  legislature  contemplated  that  the  common  council 
would  ,^»rma%  pass  an  ordinance  appropriating  the  $130,000 
to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  directed  to  be  raised  by  the 
act ;  and  true  the  conunon  council  did,  on  the  17th  of  May, 
1867,  pass  an  ordinance  so  formally  appropriating  the  money, 
but  the  same  section  shows  that  this  proceeding  of  the  com- 
mon council  was  a  mere  formal  proceeding,  as  to  which  or 
the  subject  or  object  of  which  the  common  council  had  no 
discretion  or  control ;  in  fact,  that  though  in  theory  and  form 
it  was  a  city  corporation  legislative  proceeding,  yet  in  fact 
and  substance  that  it  was  a  mere  ministerial  proceeding;  for 
by  the  same  section,  if  the  common  council  neglected  to  make 
the  appropriation  for  thirty  days  after  the  passage  of  the  act, 
the  mayor  and  comptroller  were  not  only  authorized,  but 
directed  to  make  it  with  the  same  effect  as  if  made  by  the 
common  council. 

A  careful  consideration  of  the  directions  and  provisions  of 
the  act  of  1867,  which  have  been  referred  to,  forces  the  con- 
clusion that  the  $130,000  should  be  regarded  as  in  substance 
and  effect  directly  appropriated  by  the  legislature  to  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  raised,  without,  or  free  from  any  inter  • 
vening  discretionary  power  or  control,  either  of  the  common 
council,  supervisors,  mayor  or  comptroller,  and  that  the  con- 
tract for  the  work  and  expenditure  of  the  money  to  be  made 
by  the  act,  under  the  direction  of  the  street  department, 
should  be  regarded  as  to  be  made  directly  by  the  authority 
of  the  legieJature,  not  by  the  authority  of  the  common 
council. 

If,  then,  we  give  to  these  directions  and  provisions  of  the 
act  of  1867  the  force  and  effect  they  were  intended  to  have 
(and  the  constitutionality  of  them  has  not  been  questioned  by 
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the  counsel),  how  can  the  plaintiff  maintain  this  action  as  a 
city  tax  payer  and  cestui  que  trtist  of  the  dty  property,  under 
the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  1864;  that  section  expressly 
declaring  the  common  council  and  supendsors  to  be  trustees 
of  the  city  property,  funds  and  effects,  ^^  so  far  as  such  pro- 
perty, funds  and  CTOcts  are  or  may  be  c(mimitted  to  their 
management  or  control.  And  if  what  has  been  said  as  to  the 
'  act  of  1867  is  correct,  the  $130,000  was  not  at  all,  to  any 
extent,  or  in  any  respect,  committed  to  their  management  or 
control. 

Again,  the  3d  section  of  the  act  of  1864  gives  the  cesttd 
que  trust  the  right  to  prosecute  and  maintain  an  action  ^^  to 
prevent  waste  and  injury'*  to  the  trust  property. 

Now,  after  a  careful  reading  and  consideration  of  all  the 
affidavits  submitted  in  this  case,  giving  to  the  affidavit  of 
chief  engineer  Craven  the  weight  which  it  probably  ought 
to  have  from  his  profession,  officii  position,  general  know- 
ledge of  the  subject  matter  and  apparent  disinterestedness,  I 
am  iDclined  to  think  that  the  weight  of  the  evidence  is  that 
the  sum  of  $126,000  was  a  fair  and  reasonable  sum  for  what 
was  to  be  done  and  furnished  by  Brown  under  the  contract, 
and  that  he  had  faithfully  and  properly  performed,  up  to  the 
time  of  the  granting  the  injunction,  his  part  of  the  contract; 
and  if  so,  how  could  the  payment  to  Brown  of  the  contract 
price  be  a  waste  of  the  money,  even  if  it  should  be  deemed 
trust  fund  or  trust  property,  within  said  3d  section. 

Moreover,  even  assuming  that  the  plaintiff  can  maintain 
this  action  as  a  tax  payer  and  eestm  que  trusty  under  the  act 
of  1867,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  contract  declared  ille- 
gal and  void,  for  want  of  the  observance  of  formalities 
required  by  law,  yet,  if  in  fact  the  sum  to  be  paid  under  the 
contract  was  not  too  much,  and  Brown  had  properly  done 
the  work  and  furnished  the  materials  to  be  done  and  fur- 
nished under  the  contract,  up  to  the  time  of  granting  the 
injunction,  it  appears  to  me  quite  dear  that  the  injunction 
restraining  the  further  prosecution  of  the  work  and  the  pay- 
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ment  of  the  money^  ought  not  to  have  been  granted^  espe- 
cially considering  the  inconvenience  to  the  public  likely 
to  arise  from  an  interruption  of  the  work. 

The  injunction  must  be  vacated,  and  the  motion  to  con- 
tinue it  denied  with  $10  costs. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

» 

The  Union  Bane  of  Tboy  agt  William  Sargeant  and 

Jacob  Lown. 

On  ttppeal  from  an  order  appointing  a  ftcevotr  wi  tutppUmakUury  proceadingi^  objeotions 
to  the  prelimhiaiy  affidavit  upon  which  the  proceedings  were  originall j  founded 
cannot  be  entertained,  where  there  is  nothing  in  the  papers  to  show  that  snoh 
objectitms  were  made  before  the  county  judge,  or  that  he  made  any  decision  relat- 
ing to  them. 

The  proper  remedy  in  such  case  would  haye  been  to  have  made  a  motion  to  vacate  tlu 
crigintU  order. 

The  objection  that  the  exemtwn  appears  to  have  been  issued  after  the  ezphratlon  of 
five  years  firom  the  entry  of  judgment,  cannot  be  entertained  on  such  appeal.  If 
the  execution  was  improperly  issued,  the  defendant  should  have  applied  to  the 
court  to  set  it  aside  for  irregularity. 

Albany  General  Term^  Marchy  1867, 

Peckham,  MillEb  and  Hogeboom,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  of  county  judge  of  Rensselaer  county, 
appointing  a  receiver  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  exe- 
cution, by  defendant  Lown. 

The  defendant  interposes  various  objections  to  the  prelim- 
inary affidavit  upon  which  the  proceedings  were  originally 
founded,  which  he  alleges  were  made  before  the  county 
judge,  when  the  motion  was  made  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  upon  the  report  of  the  referee  to  whom  it  was 
referred  to  examine  the  defendants,  but  which  do  not  appear 
to  have  been  urged  by  any  of  the  motions  upon  which  the 
appeal  is  heard. 

C.  H.  Denio,  for  defendants  and  appellants. 
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C.  F.  TabeB;  fifr  respondent  and  plaintiff. 

By  the  courts  Milleb^  J.  ]jt  may  be  questionable  whether 
the  defendant  has  not  waived  the  right  to  object  to  the  pre- 
liminary affidavit,  by  appearing  before  the  referee  and  sub- 
mitting to  an  examination.  It  has  been  held  that  such 
appearance  is  a  waiver  in  several  cases. 

In  Vibert  agt.  Frost  (3  Abb.  120,  121),  Duer,  J.,  says: 
"If  the  original  order  for  the  debtor's  appearance  was  a  nul- 
lity,  he  was  not  bound  to  appear;  nor  was  he  bound,  when 
he  appeared,  to  submit  to  an  examination.  His  appearance 
and  submission  to  an  examination  must,  therefore,  be 
regarded,  if  the  order  for  his  appearance  was  nuU,  as  volun- 
tary acts.  And  it  cannot  be  reasonably  doubted  that  a  valid 
order  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  may  be  founded 
upon  a  voluntary  appearance  and  examination  of  a  judgment 
debtor.'^ 

Bingham  agt.  Disbraw  (37  Barb.  24)  holds,  the  same  doc- 
trine, and  cites  approvingly  the  case  last  above  named.  {See 
also  8  How.  315.) 

SacJeett  agt.  Newton  (10  How.  660),  where  it  was  held  that 
the  officer  did  not  acquire  jurisdiction,  because  the  affidavit 
was  insufficient,  arose  on  an  appeal  from  the  order  appoint- 
ing a  receiver,  as  well  as  the  several  orders  prior  thereto. 
The  point  was  taken  that  the  defendant  had  waived  his  right 
to  object  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  by  appearing 
and  submitting  to  an  examination;  but  the  question  is  not 
discussed  in  the  opinion. 

Passing  by  the  point  discussed,  I  am  at  loss  to  see  how  the 
objections  to  the  affidavit  can  be  raised  upon  this  appeal 
from  the  order  appointing  a  receiver.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  papers  to  show  that  the  objections  to  the  preliminary 
affidavit  now  urged  were  made  before  the  county  judge,  or 
that  he  made  any  decision  relating  to  them.  I  think  the 
proper  course  would  have  been  to  have  made  a  motion  to 
vacate  the  original  order.     This  was  done  in  Owen  agt. 
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Dtg^ignac  (17  Haw.  512) y  and  I  do  not  see  how  this  question 
could  properly  be  presented  in  any  other  way.  This  would 
bring  the  question  up  directly^  so  that  a  decision  could  be 
had  and  an  order  made  which  could  be  properly  reviewed  on 
appeal.  And  such  seems  to  be  the  practice.  {Lindsay  agt. 
Shermatiy  6  How.  308 ;  Cofiway  agt.  HitchinSy  9  Barb.  378^ 
387 ;  Bank  of  Genesee  agt.  Spencer^  16  How.  14.) 

If  the  objection  made^  that  the  execution  appears  to  have 
been  issued  after  the  expiration  of  five  years  Irom  the  entry 
of  the  judgment,  can  be  entertained  here,  I  think  it  is  not  a 
valid  one.  If  improperly  issued,  the  defendant  should  have 
applied  to  the  court  to  set  it  aside  for  irregularity.  {Sand- 
ford  agt.  Sinclair^  8  Paige^  372.)  It  may  have  been  issued 
by  the  order  of  the  court,  for  anything  which  appears  in  the 
papers,  or  a  prior  one  may  have  been  issued  within  the  five 
years,  and  retiuned  unsatisfied ;  and  I  do  not  think  that  it 
was  essential  to  show  that  either  the  one  or  the  other  of 
these  contingencies  had  occurred  on  the  application  for  the 
original  order. 

The  second  subdivision  of  section  292  of  the  Code  provides 
that  the  same  proceedings  maybe  had  as  for  the  application  of 
the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor  towards  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment  as  are  provided  upon  the  return  of  an  exe- 
cution. This  would  authorize  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
if  necessary ;  and  I  think  sufficient  appeared  from  the  defend- 
ant's examination  to  warrant  the  order  made. 

The  order  of  the  coxmty  judge  must  be  affirmed  with  $10 
costs  of  appeal,  without  prejudice  to  any  application  of  the 
defendant  to  etet  aside  the  order  first  made,  and  subsequent 
proceedings. 

I  concur.  *  I  think  the  last  clause,  **  without  prejudice,*' 
&c.,  might  just  as  well  be  omitted. 

H.  HOOEBOOH. 

I  concur  in  the  within,  with  the  proviso  retained. 

K.  W.  Peckhak, 
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SUPERIOR  COURT. 

BuBTON  G.  MoRSS,  appellant  agt.  Joseph  H.  Jacobs,  reapon- 

dent 

BuBTON  O.  MoBSS,  appellant  agt.  Philandeb  K.  SausbubT| 

respondent. 

In  an  aetion  of  trospaM  on  land,  eommeneed  in  tb6  BOprem^  oonrt  hj  toaaon  of  a 
plea  of  title  interpofled  in  the  joatice'i  ooort,  and  the  rapreme  ooart  found  thaA  the 
defendant  had  title  to  lo  much  of  the  premises  as  he  pleaded  title  to ;  and  that  the 
trespasses  committed  by  defendant,  for  which  the  cooit  gave  plaintiff  Judgment 
for  $5,  were  eommitted  on  the  piece  of  land  to  which  the  defendant  amUiei  to  plead 
tUU;  and  that  as  to  such  trespasses  the  title  was  not  in  issue;  and  that  the 
defendant  did  not  controvert  the  plaintiff's  title  to  or  possession  thereof  on  the 
trial: 

ffeldf  that  the  plaintiff  having  fidled  to  recover  $50  damages,  the  d^kAdatU  wu 
mUUltd  to  coiti.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  costs  in  such  an  action,  under  the  Code, 
the  Judgment  in  the  supreme  court  most  be  for  the  plaintiff  ea  the  iuue  pmeiUed  by 
the  plea  of  tUU. 

It  is  only  those  issues  which  are  eovered  by  a  plea  of  title,  which  are  intended  to  go 
np  to  the  supreme  court  at  all ;  as  to  the  other  issues  or  causes  of  aetion,  they 
should  be  continued  before  the  Justice,  oti  the  plaintiff 'a  motion ;  otherwise,  if 
proceeded  with  in  the  supreme  oonrt,  they  have  no  influence  on  the  question  of 
costs.  {It  will  be  «««»  that  thit  dBCuum  afreet  with  that  in  Saith  agt.  Barmowr, 
ante  p.  1,  and  the  note  made  thereto,  2%w  mee  wae  reeeiwed  irfttr  the  cam  ef  Seatk 
agt.  Bcurmowr  and  note  were  put  iii print) 

« 
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Peckham,  Milleb  and  Hoqebook,  Justices. 

The  above  cases  are  appeals  from  judgments  rendered  on 
decisions  made  therein^  by  Justice  Milleb,  one  of  the  jus- 
tices of  this  court,  before  whom  the  causes  were  tried,  with- 
out a  jury,  at  the  Greene  county  circuit,  held  at  Catskill,  on 
the  6th  day  of  June,  1865. 

Two  cases  and  exceptions  are  before  the  court  on  appeal ; 
but  the  pleadings  in  each  are  identical,  and  the  same  princi- 
ples of  law  controlled  both  actions,  and  the  same  evidence 
substantially  was  given  upon  the  trial  of  each  cause,  and 
both  cases  were  tried  together,  and  the  same  decision  was 
reudered  in  each. 
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Tbe  suits  were  brought  to  recover  damages  for  alleged 
injuries  upon  two  different  parcels  of  land— -one  known  in 
tbe  case  as  '^tiie  100  acre  lot/'  secondly  described  in  the 
complaint ;  and  the  other,  irst  described  in  tbe  complaint^ 
being  lands  adjoining  the  tavern  stand  property  of  John 
Brandow,  deceased. 

The  actions  were  originidly  commenced  in  justice's  court^ 
in  June,  I860.  A  plea  of  title  was  interposed  by  the  de- 
fendant io  each  ease,  and  these  actions  wefe  at  once  brought 
in  this  courts  as  stated  in  the  case.  The  actions  were  tried 
before  Justice  Hogbbooh^  without  a  jury,  at  the  Februaiy 
term  of  the  Greene  circuity  1863.  Tii^  two  oases  were  tried 
together. 

Judge  HooEBOOMy  in  deciding  the  cases^  is  said  to  have 
found :  1st.  That  the  plaintiff  had  title  to  the  100  acre  lot, 
and  that  the  defendant  Jacobs  conunitted  trespasses  thereon 
to  the  amount  of  $80.  2d.  That  the  defbAdant^  and  those 
undw  whom  he  claimed,  had  title  to  that  part  of  tbe  prem- 
ises included  in  the  eomplaint,  which  is  first  described  in 
the  answer^  known  as  the  ^^  tavern  stand  htf*^  and  so  far  the 
defendant  was  justifi^  in  the  acts  done  by  him  thereon.  8d. 
That  the  plaintiff  had  possession  of  the  residue  of  the  prem- 
ises described  in  the  complaint,  to  Which  the  defendant  did 
not  plead  title,  and  that  the  defendant  commifcted  trespasses 
thereon  to  the  amount  of  $d«  Judgment  was  ordered  for  the 
p1ainti£ 

The  judge  also  certified  that  title  to  lands  came  in  ques- 
tion on  said  triaL 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  was  perfected  on  the  decision 
of  the  justice  in  each  case. 

The  judge,  it  is  said,  also  made  the  same  decision  in  the 
case  against  Salisbury,  but  found  that  the  defendant  Salis- 
bury had  not  trespassed  on  the  100  acre  lot,  to  the  injury 
of  the  plaintiff.  Also  that  the  ^'  tavern  stand  lot"  did  not 
belong  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  was  justified  in  his 
acts  thereon ;  but  that  the  said  defendant  had  committed 
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trespasses  on  other  ports  of  the  plaintiff's  premises^  to  which 
he  had  not  plead  a  title,  to  the  amount  of  six  cents. 

The  defendants  appealed  flrom  the  judgments  entered  on 
the  decision  of  each  case  to  the  general  term. 

The  appeals  were  argued  at  the  December  term  of  this 
courty  1864,  before  judges  Peckhak,  Miller  and  Ingalls, 
and  the  judgments  in  the  cases  were  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  granted;  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

No  written  opinion  was  delivered;  but  the  court  was 
unanimous  in  holding  that  the  learned  judge  before  whom 
the  cases  had  been  tried,  erred  in  finding  that  the  plaintiff 
had  title,  and  the  defendants  did  not  have  title,  to  the  one 
hundred  acre  lot;  and  that  upon  this  grounci  a  new  trial  was 
ordered. 

The  cases  were  brought  on  again  for  re-trial  at  tiie  Greene 
County  June  circuit,  1865,  before  Justice  Milleb,  supreme 
court  justice,  without  a  jury. 

By  stipulation,  the  parties  read  firom  the  printed  cases,  the 
evidence  given  on  the  fbrmer  trial,  each  to  have  the  right  to 
add  to  or  take  therefrom. 

The  judge,  in  deciding  said  actions,  found  in  each  case : 

1st.  That  the  defendant,  and  those  from  he  claimed,  had 
title  to  the  one  hundred  acre  lot,  and  that  he  had  committed 
no  trespasses  thereon  to  the  plaintifi^s  injury;  and  this  plain* 
tiff  had  not  maintained  his  action  thereto. 

2d.  That  the  defendant,  and  those  from  whom  he  claimed, 
had  title  to  that  portion  of  the  tavern  stand  premises  set 
forth  in  the  answer,  and  that  the  defendant  had  maintained 
his  plea  of  title  thereto. 

3d.  That  the  plaintiff  had  possession  of  the  residue  of  the 
premises  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  not  embraced  in  defend- 
ant's plea  of  title,  and  that  the  defendant  had  trespassed 
thereon.  That  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  therefor 
the  sum  of  $5  against  Jacobs  and  six  cents  against  Salisbuiy. 
That  as  to  such  lands  the  title  was  not  put  in  issue  by  the 
defendant,  and  was  not  questioned  at  the  trial,  and 
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4th.  That  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  recover  costs. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  finding  and  decision  in  each 
case. 

Judgment  was  entered  upon  the  finding  and  decision  in 
each  casO)  on  the  31st  day  of  July^  1865,  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  $477.06  costs. 

And  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  Jacobs  for  $6  dam- 
ages. 

And  against  defendant  Salisbury  for  six  cents  damages. 

The  plaintiff  has  appealed  from  said  judgments  to  this 
court. 

The  questions  raised  on  this  appeal  are  substantially  the 
same  in  each  case,  and  arise  upon  the  same  exceptions,  rul- 
ings and  evidence. 

The  controversy  relates  to  two  separate  and  distinct  par- 
cels of  land: 

1st.  A  lot  of  100  acresy  described  hi  the  complaint,  and  to 
which  title  was  set  up  in  the  dd  defense  of  the  answer. 

2d.  A  lot  known  as  the  tavern  stand,  described  in  a  deed 
from  Jacob  Haight,  sheriff  of  Greene  county,  dated  May 
25th,  1816,  and  set  forth  at  length,  and  containing  about  60 
acres. 

As  to  the  100  acre  lot,  both  parties  claim  title  under  John 
Brandow,  who  died  in  1859. 

As  to  the  60  acres,  the  defendants  claim  title  under  Bran- 
dow, and  the  plaintiff,  in  hostility  to  Brandow,  under  title 
from  Nicholas  Elmendorf. 

For  greater  order  and  convenience,  the  evidence  as  to  each 
pared  was  given  separately  at  the  trial. 

The  sixty  acres  were  claimed  by  defendant  to  have  been 
occupied  by  John  Brandow,  firom  1815  to  the  time  of  his 
death* 

The  land  was  divided  into  three  pieces  above  the  road, 
while  occupied  by  him,  and  two  south  of  the  road,  as  shown 
on  the  map  herewith  presented,  viz :  The  middle  lot,  on 
which  the  tavern  stood ;  the  westerly  lot  extending  to  the 
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Pratt  line ;  and  the  easterly  lot^  extendiag  from  the  east  par- 
^  to  the  Batavia  or  Red  Kill  The  defeadioit's  {Nroof  tended 
to  show  that  the  north  line  of  the  60  acres  was  a  straight 
line  firom  the  Pratt  wall  to  the  Red  EJlly  noose  or  less,  evi- 
denced by  teBces,  and  n)onum«[iis,  and  oecupationy  yet  io 
pleading  title  thereto  in  the  answer,  the  defaidant  did  not 
embrace  the  whdLe  land  to  the  south  of  the  north  line,  but 
started  6  chains  and  86  links  east  from  the  big  rock,  thus 
leaving  a  small  piece  not  eovered  by  his  plea  of  title. 

On  the  trial  the  court  was  requested  to  confine  the  plain- 
tiffs evidence  of  trespasses,  within  the  boundaries  of  defend^ 
font's  plea  of  title.    The  court  refused  so  to  do. 

The  court,  finds  that  the  defendant  had  title  to  all  of  the 
60  acres,  or  to  so  much  thereof  as  he  plead  title  to«  The 
trespasses  committed  by  d^ndants,  for  which  the  court 
gave  plaintiff  judgment  in  the  one  case  of  $5  and  in  the 
other  of  6  cents,  were  committed  on  the  piece  to  which  de- 
fendant omitted  to  plead  title.  And  the  court  finds  that  as 
to  such  tarespasses,  the  title  was  not  in  issue ;  and  that  the 
defendant  did  not  controvert  the  plaintiff's  titie  to  or  possea- 
sion  thereof  on  the  tria}. 

The  plaintiff  failing  to  recover  $50  damages  in  either  case, 
the  court  held  defendants  entitied  to  cost^. 

As  to  the  ^^  1 00  acre  lot,"  both  parties  claim  under  John 
Brandow,  deceased.  It  is  conceded  that  <m  the  22i  day  of 
ApriU  1839 — ^the  date  of  Morss'  pretended  titled-John  Bran- 
dow  was  the  owner  of  the  ^'  100  acre  lot"  and  in  possession, 
claiming  title.  It  is  also  conceded  that  if  the  tide  is  not  in 
the  plaintiff,  it  is  in  the  defendants,  or  those  under  whom 
they  claimed  and  acted. 

The  only  evidence  of  title,  given  by  or  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintiff,  is  a  duplicate  agreement,  entered  into  between  R 
G.  Morss  &  Co.  and  Brandow^  April  22,  1839,  and  set  out 
m  the  printed  case. 

The  duplicate  first  introduced  is  the  one  retained  by  Morss. 
Both  are  originals ;  both  without  seals, 
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They  differ  in  a  Gsogle  word  only — the  word  '*  bark'^  in 
Brandow's  duplicate,  reads  ^^  land''  in  the  one  retained  by 
Moras.  And  upon  this  difference  the  plaintiff"  claimed  to 
hold  the  hundred  acre  lot. 

Such  other  facts  as  may  be  material  are  sufficiently  stated 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

A.  J.  PabkeB)  for  plaiuHffj  appeJkmt* 
X  B.  OlneT;  for  defondanty  respondwt. 

By  the  caurty  Hoqbboov,  J*  The  argument  of  plaintiff's 
counsel^  so  far  as  it  aims  to  show  that^  under  the  agreement 
between  the  plaintiff*  and  John  Brandow,  the  plaintiff'  had 
title  to  the  100  acre  lot,  may  be  dismissed  with  the  remark 
that  this  court  on  a  former  occasion  decided  the  contrary 
way^  and  the  question  is  res  acfjudicata.  Though  not  pr^ 
sent  when  the  decision  was  made,  I  am  informed  by  my 
brethren  they  were  dear  and  unanimous  on  this  pointy  md 
we  must  regard  it  as  disposed  of;  so  far  as  this  court  is  con- 
cerned. 

This  conclusion  was  amved  at  on  the  fiice  of  ibe  instru- 
ments themsdyesy  and  without  reference  to  ezttinsic  evidence* 
There  was^  therefore,  no  error  in  excluding  evidence  offered 
by  the  plaintiff*  to  show  that  the  price  paid  was  the.  full 
value  of  the  land,  bark  and  timber  together,  except  the  hfBurd 
wood.  There  was  no  request  on  either  side  to  reform  tib^ 
instruments,  and  the  evidence  would  seesn  to  be  admissible 
(if  at  all)  only  on  such  an  issue. 

An  exception  is  also  taken  by  the  plaintiff*  to  the  admission 
of  evidence  ofi*ered  by  the  defendant,  that  the  latter  claimed 
his  north  line  to  be  a  straight  line,  and  claimed  the  east  and 
west  lots  as  his;  that  he  had  got  sixty  acres  and  the  bluff* 
thrown  in,  and  these  together  run  up  to  this  straight  line  on 
the  north  side ;  that  he  claimed  a  certain  comer,  where  he 
directed  the  fence  to  be  fixed,  as  his  comer,  and  spoke  of  a 
rock  on  or  near  the  end  of  Pratt's  wall  as  on  the  line ;  and 
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claimed  a  certain  pile  of  stones  and  a  big  rock  as  his  comer; 
and  claimed  to  own  a  certain  lot;  and  to  own  up  to  the  north 
fence. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that,  in  connection  with  the  facts 
and  circumstances  proved  in  the  case^  that  all  this  evidence 
was  admissible,  either  as  showing  a  claim  of  title  to  land 
which  the  defendant  or  Brandow  held  adversely  to  the  plain- 
tiff;  or  as  characterizing  the  nature,  manner  and  extent  of  the 
defendant's  possession. 

The  plaintiff  supposes  that  much  of  this  evidence  relates  to 
land  of  which  there  is  no  proof  that  the  defendant  or  Bran- 
dow had  actual  or  partial  possession,  and  especially  that  there 
is  no  evidence  that  he  was  in  possession  of  either  the  east  or 
the  west  lot ;  but  I  think  he  is  mistaken  in  this  particular 
as  a  question  of  fact  upon  the  evidence.  The  authorities 
on  this  subject  are  familiar.  {Jackson  agt.  Vredenburghj  1 
Johns.  159 ;  Jackson  agt.  Van  Deusenj  5  Id.  144, 157 ;  Jaeh" 
son  agt.  Shearman^  6  Id.  21;  Jackson  agt.  McVey^  15  'Id. 
234;  Burlingame  agt  BMrinSj  21  Ba/rh.  327;  1  Cow.  & 
mOfs  Notesj  217  to  221.) 

The  court  is  supposed  to  have  erred  in  holding  that  plain- 
tiff had  no  right  to  recover  for  the  trespasses  committed  upon 
the  100  acre  lot.  I  do  not  undentand  the  court  to  have  so 
held,  in  regard  to  any  wood  or  timber  which  by  the  agree* 
ment  belonged  to  the  plaintiff.  The  bass  wood  trees,  I  pre- 
sume, w^re  held  by  the  court  (tiying  the  case  without  a 
jury) — and  there  was  evidence  to  justify  such  holding — ^to 
be  hard  wood.  Even  if  the  judge  had  erred  in  that  particu- 
lar to  the  slight  extent  of  the  value  of  a  few  soft  wood  trees, 
the  value  being  ascertained,  it  would  not  be  ground  for  a  new 
trial,  but  for  correcting  the  finding  in  that  particular.- 

My  examination  of  the  case  does  not  enable  me  to  concur 
with  plaintiff's  counsel  in  saying  that  the  judge  clearly  erred 
in  his  decision  that  the  title  to  the  triangle  was  in  the 
defendant,  and  not  in  the  plaintiff.  There  is  doubtless  a  con- 
flict of  evidence  on  that  point,  but  the  minute  and  numerous 
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references  in  the  defendant's  points  bearing  on  that  questioD, 
most  of  which  I  have  examined  in  connection  with  those 
made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  do  not  allow  us,  I  think^  to 
say  that  there  was  legal  error  in  the  conclusion  to  which  the 
judge  arrived  on  that  subject,  for  which  a  new  trial  should 
be  granted.  It  is  not  material  to  consider,  in  this  aspect  of 
the  case,  whether  the  defendant,  in  his  plea  of  title,  started 
his  description  six  chains  and  eighty-six  links  further  easterly 
than  the  true  starting  point  near  the  Bed  Kill  bridge.  Not- 
withstanding this  alleged  error,  the  defendant  presented 
proof  tending  to  show  that  his  title  extended  much  further 
easterly  than  the  most  easterly  point  designated  in  the  plea 
of  title,  and  consequently  embraced  the  whole  of  the  trian- 
gle. The  judge  appears  to  have  come  to  that  conclusion, 
and  we  cannot  say  that  it  was  not  warranted  by  the  evidence 
in  any  such  sense  as  justifies  our  interference. 

And  without  going  at  large  into  a  detailed  statement  of 
the  evidence,  but  which  I  have  examined,  as  contained  in 
the  case  and  referred  to  in  the  points,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that  in  reference  to  the  tavexn  stand  premises  the  judge 
enred,  as  it  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that  he  did,  in  holding 
that  the  defendants  had  established  title  to  any  of  the  land 
except  the  twenty  acres  on  which  the  tavern  stood.  There 
is  much  evidence  tending  to  show  an  actual  and  an  adverse 
possession  by  Brandow  and  those  under  him  of  the  east  and 
west  lots,  up  to  the  north  line,  as  claimed  by  the  plaintifT. 
The  south  was  the  well  defined  line  of  the  turnpike.  I  have 
consulted  the  various  references  to  the  testimony  contained 
in  the  points  of  the  respective  counsel,  and  do  not  think  a 
new  trial  ought  to  be  granted  on  account  of  the  conclusion 
to  which  the  judge  arrived  on  this  point. 

But  a  very  serious  question  remains  to  be  considered,  and 
that  is,  whether  the  judge  decided  right  in  awarding  costs  to 
the  defendants  respectively  in  these  actions.  As  this  is  a 
part  of  the  judge's  finding,  and  is  incorporated  as  such  in  the 
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judgment,  the  objection  to  it  may  be  availed  of^  I  think,  by 
exception,  and  considered  on  this  appeal. 

I  do  not  agree  with  plaintiff's  counsel  in  the  conclusion 
that,  if  section  304  of  the  Code  covers  this  case,  the  plaintiff 
would  nevertheless  be  entitled  to  costs,  simply  for  the  reason 
that,  in  causes  of  action  to  which  no  plea  of  title  was  intern- 
posed,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict  for  trespasses  commit- 
ted by  the  defendant. 

Subdivision  1  of  that  section,  which  provides  that  costs 
shall  be  allowed  of  course  to  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  recovery 
in  an  action,  when  a  claim  of  title  to  real  property  arises  on 
the  pleadings,  or  is  certified  by  the  court  to  have  come  in 
question  on  the  trial,  does  not,  I  think,  apply  to  actions 
commenced  in  a  justice's  court,  but  to  those  originally  com- 
menced in  this  court. 

Subdivision  3, 1  think,  is  the  one  which  covers  this  case. 
It  is  as  follows : 

^'  3.  In  the  actions  of  which,  according  to  section  54,  a 
court  of  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction." 

Section  54  is  as  follows: 

''But  no  justice  of  the  peace  shall  have  cognizance  of  a 
civil  action :  1.  In  which  the  people  of  the  state  are  a  party, 
excepting  for  penalties  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars ; 
2.  Nor  where  the  title  to  real  property  shall  come  in  ques- 
tion, as  provided  by  sections  55  to  62  both  inclusive." 

Seclion  61  regulates  the  recovery  of  costs.  It  is  as 
follows: 

"  If  the  judgment  in  the  supreme  court  be  for  the  plain- 
tiff, he  shall  recover  costs ;  if  it  be  for  the  defendant,  he  shall 
recover  costs,  except  that  upon  a  verdict  he  shall  pay  cosiM 
to  the  plaintiff,  unless  the  judge  certify  that  the  title  to  real 
property  came  ia  question  on  the  trial." 

Now,  although  it  is  literally  true,  in  this  case,  that  the  judg- 
ment in  th&  supreme  court  is  {in  part)  for  the  plaintiff,  yet 
I  think  it  is  not  so  within  the  meaning  of  this  section^  which 
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meaning  is,  I  think,  that  the  judgment  must  be  for  the  plain- 
tiff on  ^  issue  presented  hg  the  plea  of  tiHe. 

Indeed,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  only  those  issues  which 
are  covered  by  a  plea  of  title  which  are  intended  to  go  up  to 
the  supreme  court  at  all ;  for  by  section  62,  "  If,  in  an  action 
before  a  justice,  the  plaintiff  have  several  causes  of  action,  to 
one  of  which  the  defense  of  title  to  real  property  shaU  be 
interposed,  and  as  to  stich  cause  the  defendant  shall  answer 
and  defiver  an  undertaking  as  provided  in  sections  65  and 
66,  the  justice  shall  discontinue  the  proceedings  as  to  that 
causey  and  the  plaintiff  may  commence  another  action  there- 
for in  the  supreme  court.  As  to  the  other  causes  of  action^  the 
justice  may  continue  his  proceedinysJ^  And  if  he  does  not 
continue  his  proceedings  as  to  such  causes  of  actioii  on  the 
motion  of  the  plaintiff,  I  think  the  plaintiff  loses  them.  At 
all  events,  if  they  are  proceeded  with  in  the  supreme  court, 
I  think  they  have  no  influence  on  the  question  of  costs. 

If,  therefore,  the  question  of  costs  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  rule  of  the  Code,  I  think  it  was  rightly  decided  in  the 
court  below.  But  both  of  these  actions  are  palpably  actions 
to  recover  damages  for  trespasses  on  lands,  and  in  regard  to 
that  class  of  actions  it  is  claimed  that  this  court  has  decided, 
after  an  examination  of  the  statutes,  that  the  Code  does  not 
apply  to  tiiem,  but  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
are  still  in  force,  and  that  by  them  the  plaintiff  recovering 
any  sum  in  the  supreme  court  is  entitled  to  costs.  (See 
AUen  agt.  Oiffori,  25  How.  289,  301.)  This  conclusion  was 
reached,  it  is  true,  witii  some  hesitation,  but  not  without 
examination.  It  will  not  be  profitable,  I  think,  to  re-open 
the  question  in  regard  to  any  matters  coming  directly  within 
the  principle  of  that  decision,  but  it  will  be  better  to  leave 
them  to  be  disposed  of  by  a  higher  tribunal  But  passing  by 
the  intrinsic  difficulties  of  that  question,  there  seem  to  me 
two  reasons  why  we  should  not  apply  the  principle  of  that 
case  to  the  present : 

1.  The  trespasses  for  which  damages  are  recovered  in  these 
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aetioDs  do  not  come  within  the  language  or  description  of 
trespasses  defined  in  the  article  of  the  Revised  Statutes  en- 
titled ^<  Of  trespasses  on  lands."  (3  R  S.  338.)  That 
statute  gives  treble  damages  against  any  person  who  shall 
cut  down  or  carry  of  any  t€Ood  or  tinibery  or  girdle  or  despoil 
trees  on  the  land  of  another^  mthmt  leave  of  the  owner.  The 
trespasses  referred  to  are  willful  trespasses,  because  in  the 
next  section  the  damages  are  reduced  to  single  damages,  if 
committed  on  land  which  the  trespasser  had  probable  cause 
to  believe  his  own ;  and  they  are  repeatedly  spoken  of  in  the 
cases  as  trespasses  tmder  the  statute.  Now,  although  the 
trespasses  complained  oi  in  the  cases  at  bar,  in  addition  to 
injuries  done  by  cattle,  include  also  acts  of  cutting  down^ 
carrying  away  and  deatroying  trees,  wood  and  timber,  and 
so  might  perhaps  be  plausibly  claimed  to  come  under  the 
statute,  yet  the  trespasses  for  which  damages  are  actually 
awarded  by  the  court  are  only  in  the  Jacob's  case,  as  fol- 
lows :  ^^And  that  the  defendant's  eattle  have  committed  tres- 
passes thereon  to  the  amount  of  five  dollars;''  and  in  the  Sal- 
isbury case,  ^'and  that  the  defendant's  cattle  have  conomitted 
trespasses  thereon  to  the  amount  of  six  cents,"  They  do  not, 
therefore,  seem  to  be  embraced  in  that  description  of  tres- 
passes referred  to  in  the  statute. 

2.  Inasmuch  as  section  61  of  the  Code  has  defined  the 
cases  in  which,  upon  the  interposition  of  a  plea  of  title,  the 
parties  shall  respectively  be  entitled  to  costs,  I  think  the 
special  provision  thus  made  for  that  class  of  cases  (in  which 
the  present  are  included)  must  be  deemed  to  override  any 
general  conclusions  derived  firom  any  consideration  of  the 
statute  concerning  ^'  trespasses  on  lands."  This  seems  also 
to  accord  with  the  course  of  decision.  Section  61  gives 
costs  to  the  plaintifi^,  if  he  shall  recover  judgment  m  the 
supreme  court;  that  is,  as  I  understand  it,  judgment  in  that 
hranch  of  the  action  elevated  to  the  supreme  court  by  the 
plea  of  title ;  and  gives  costs  to  the  defendant,  in  the  event 
of  his  success,  when  the  judge  shall  certify  that  the  title  to 


KEW  TOBE  PRAGTIOE  B£PGBTS.       IQl 

Colnmbiaa  Insnraiice  Company  agt.  Steyens. 


real  property  came  in  question  on  the  trial 

This  certificate  having  been  given^  and  the  defendant  hav- 
ing succeeded  upon  that  issue^  I  think  that  the  judge  at  the 
circuit  rightfully  decided  that  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 
costs. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgments  in  these  cases  must  be 
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The  Columbian  Insubance  Company,  respondent  agt. 
Samuel  Stevens  and  Heney  W,  Peabody,  appellants. 

Ib  an4iction  ^xoaecuted  by  a  receiver  for  tlie  oollecflon  of  an  alleged  money  demand, 
iDBtitiited  or  earned  on  for  the  enhancement  of  the  fund,  for  the  benefit  of  those 
to  vhom  it  18  ultimately  to  be  paid,  the  defendant,  on  obtaining  Jndgment  in  his 
favor,  is  entitled  to  coete  to  he  paid  to  him  immediaUiif  <niX  oj  ike  funds  in  the 
reeeieer*4  haads. 

The  defendant  in  sudi  ease  is  not  obliged  to  stand  as  a  general  credUor  to  await  the 
final  administration,  and  receive  only  (as  ^e  case  may  be)  his  distr^ntive  share 
«f  the  fiind  pro  rata  with  those  for  wiiose  benefit  he  has  been  subjected  to  a 
gvoudless  litigation. 

The  soheme  and  principle  proposed  by  the  chapter  of  the  Code  in  relation  to  oostt, 
JB,  that  where  costs  are  allowed,  they  shall  be  paid  by  the  fond  or  party  who 
woold  be  benefited  by  &  counter  Jiu^/ment 

6och  a  question  is  not  one  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  snch  a  sense 
that  no  appeal  lies  to  this  court  from  the  decision  made  in  the  coort  below. 

Jantiary  2Vrm,  1868. 

Appeal  from  an  order  of  the  snpreme  court,  dniy  affirmed 
by  the  general  tenn  in  the  first  district. 

This  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  9th  of 
Jamiary,  1866 ;  but  on  the  23d  of  the  same  month^  and  be- 
fore the  defendants'  appeared,  receivers  of  the  plaintifly  prop- 
erty were  appointed  by  the  supreme  court,  and  the  action 
was  prosecuted  by  the  receivers  and  their  successor  to  trial. 
The  action  was  an  ordinary  suit  at  law  for  the  recovery  of 
money  only.    On  a  trial  before  a  referee,  the  defendants  ob« 
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tained  a  report  upon  which  judgment  was  entered  for  theur 
costs  of  suit. 

The  defendants  thereupon  applied  by  motion  for  an  order 
that  the  receiver  pay  such  costs  out  of  funds  in  his  hands, 
showing  by  affidavit  that  he  had  funds  in  his  possession  as 
such  receiver  to  a  much  larger  amount. 

The  nature  of  the  receivership  was  not  shown  by  the  pa- 
pers^ nor  does  it  appear  to  what  extent  there  are  claims  of 
creditors  or  others  to  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  receivers. 

The  motion  was  denied  at  special  term  and  the  order  was 
affirmed  in  general  term. 

The  defendants  appealed  to  this  court* 

Ira  D.  Waeben  for  appelhnts. 

I.  $  317  of  the  Code  provides  *'  In  an  action  proeeosted  or  defended  bj  an  execo- 
tor,  administrator,  trostee  of  an  express  tnist,  or  a  person  expressly  anUiorized  bj 
statate,  costs  shall  be  recovered  as  in  an  action  by  and  against  a  person  proseentinflr 
or  defendiog  in  his  ownrigbt;  bat  snch  costs  shall  be  chargeable  only  npon  or  col- 
lected of  the  estate,  fond,  or  party  represented,  unless  the  court  shall  direet  the  same 
to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  personally,''  dLC. 

It  then  excepts  executors  and  administnaton  from»  Its  proTisaeu  where  they  are 
exempted  by  the  Bevised  Statntes. 

Under  this  pioyisioii  of  the  Code  we  ctann  that  the  receiver,  bad  he  brought  this 
suit,  would  have  be«i  bound  to  pay  the  defimdants'  eosts.  {Cottger  agt.  Mudion 
Miver  Baitroad  Co.  7  AhboU,  256.)  $  321  of  the  Code,  "  In  actions  in  which  the 
cause  of  action  shall  by  assignment  alter  the  commencement  of  the  action,  or  t»  any 
•iker  manTUTj  become  the  property  of  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action,  each  per> 
'son  shafl  be  liable  for  the  costs,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  were  a  party,  and  pay- 
ment thereof  may  be  enforced  by  attachment.'* 

Under  these  provisions  of  the  Code,  we  asked  the  conit  below  for  an  order  direel- 
ing  the  receiver  to  pay  the  defendants*  costs,  which  the  court  denied. 

The  court  erred  in  denying  our  motion  for  the  reasons : 

The  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  order  directing  the  receiver  who  became  the 
owner  of  the  cause  of  action  after  suit  brought  to  pay  hi»  costs.  If,  after  the  order 
had  been  made,  the  receiver  refused,  the  defendant  could  have  enforced  his  claim  by 
attachment 

We  have  taken  the  only  remedy  under  these  provisions  of  the  Code  to  enforce  the 
piyment  of  the  defendants'  costs.  {Cohcurd  agt.  Olweryl  Fmd,  497;  <7aniaAa» 
agt.  Pond,  15  Ahboii,  194;  2  Paigt.) 

It  seems  perfectly  clear  that  the  receiver,  being  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  ex- 
pressly autliorized  by  statute  to  sue,"  he  is  bound  to  pay  the  defendants*  costs  out  of 
the  fund,  unless  the  court  direct  him  to  pay  it  personally,  and  that  the  court  wer^ 
bound  to  order  it  paid  out  of  the  fond,  as  no  misconduct  ii  shown  on  the  part  of 
the  receiver. 

Under  these  sections  of  the  Code,  we  claim,  th^t  we  are  entitled  to  this  order  aa  fk 
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matter  of  abaoln^  right.  ( Jbria»  agt  Skerwoodf  10  ITeiui  122 ;  &i^  agt  Sdtbti, 
S  f oiia»,  32;  Oolvard  BgL  Olvotr^  7  TTciut.,  497 ;  Sckooleraft  agt  Latkrop  5  Cow- 
<lm,17.) 

IL  The  reeeiver  became  the  owner  of  thia  caoae  of  aetion  three  weeks  after  it 
was  oommenoed,  and  coDtlnaed  to  prosecute  it  until  a  final  determination  of  the 
aetion  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

Can  a  reeeiver,  with  plenty  of  fonds  in  his  hands,  incur  an  obligation  in  his  ci^- 
eity  as  receiver,  and  then  refuse  to  pay  it  oat  of  the  fttnds  in  his  hands  f 

Will  the  eonrt  permit  a  soit  to  be  proseeated  against  a  party  for  the  benefit  of  the 
fond  in  the  receiver's  hands,  and,  when  it  resalts  in  a  £uliire,  reftise  to  chaige  that 
ftmd  with  costs  I 

We  snbmit,  on  a  proper  ease  being  presented,  as  there  was  here,  that  the  defend  • 
ants  are  entitled  to  the  order  of  the  coart  directing 'its  officer  having  cosiody  of  the 
Hands  to  pay  this  money  ap  a  strict  legal  right,  as  the  receiver  cannot  do  it  without 
the  order  of  the  court    (Slorifs  Hquity  Jurisprudence,  $  833.) 

We  Habmit  that,  wliere  the  receiver  seeks  by  a  suit  to  increase  the  funds  in  his 
hands  and  fiuis,  that  fund  should  be  charged  with  the  costs,  and  that  the  $  317  of  the 
Coda  makes  it  chargeable  on  the  fiind  eaLpressiy,  unless  the  court  order  the  receiver 
to  pay  it  personally. 

IIL  The  receiver  is  an  officer  of  the  court ;  the  funds  of  the  plaintiff  is,  therefore, 
in  the  hands  of  the  court 

Can  the  court  incur  an  obligation  in  the  prosecution  of  a  suit  to  increase  the  funds 
in  its  hands,  and  then,  if  it  fells,  say  to  its  unfortunate  victim,  *'  It  is  discretionary 
with  me  whether  I  pay  you  or  not,  and  I  am  discreet  enough  not  to  do  it?" 

We  submit  thia  would  be  monstrous  injustice  and  inequity,  and  that  the  supreme 
court  has  no  such  discretion ;  and  that  this  court  is  the  only  court  having  power  to 
eorreetit 

This  order  is  reviewable  by  this  court  under  $  11  of  the  Code,  Sub.  3.  It  is  a 
''summary  application  in  an  action  after  judgment,"  and  it  *' affects  a  substantial 
right"  {B€uUtofa€Mvaag^BeyMldSfdSIf.Y.B.ieO'y  The  People  bl^  N.  T 
OeiUnUBailroadOo.2dN.  r.B,^a.) 

IV.  We  ask  that  the  order  of  the  general  and  special  terms  be  reversed,  and  an 
order  made  directing  the  receiver  to  pay  the  costs. 

T.  G.  Sheabman  for  respondents. 

I.  The  appeal  should  be  dismissed.  The  order  of  the  general  term  is  not  review- 
able in  this  court 

1.  Assuming  that  the  court  below  had  power  to  make  the  order  for  which  the  defend- 
ants applied,  it  was  certainly  a  matter  within  its  discretion.  The  defendants  had 
recovered  judgment  and  could  have  issued  execution  in  the  ordinary  way.  This 
was  all  to  which  they  were  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  It  is,  not  in  the  regular 
course  of  judicial  business  to  grant  an  order  directing  the  payment  of  a  judgment. 
It  may  be  that  leave  might  have  been  required  to  issue  an  esecution,  the  assets 
being  in  the  hands  of  receivers ;  but  this  was  not  the  relief  for  which  the  defendants 
applied.  They  asked  for  an  order  of  a  peculiar  character,  not  to  remove  obstacles 
to  the  exercise  of  their  absolute  rights  under  the  judgment,  but  to  obtain  a  species 
of  relief  which  was  never  obtainable  under  an  ordinary  money  judgment,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  course.    Such  a  relief  can  only  be  asked  as  a  favor j  not  as  a  right 

2,  The  decision  of  the  court  below  against  an  application  for  a  favor  is  not  appeal- 
able. {Spaulding  agt  Kijigsland,  1  y.  T,  JS.  42G ;  King  agt  Merchants  Exchange 
Co.  5  N.  T.  B.  547 ;  Caitdee  agt  Xord,  2  IT.  Y,  B,  269 ;  Lansing  agt.  ButseU^  2  N, 
n  £.  563;  Briggt  agt  VaaidaiJlmrgh,  22  N,  T.  B,  467.) 
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3.  The  order  applied  for  by  the  defendants  was  of  much  the  aaipe  nature  as  an 
order  reqatring  a  receiyer  to  file  aeearity  for  oosta.  It  was  designed  to  effisct  the 
same  purpose  afUr  judgment,  as  an  order  of  that  kind  would  effeot  htfurt  jndg- 
ment  Sach  an  order,  it  is  now  settled,  is  not  appealable.  (Br^agt  ViMdMimr$\ 
VELN.  r.J?.  467.) 

II.  The  court  below  had  no  power  to  make  the  order  aooglft  by  the  defendants' 
attorneys. 

1.  The  statute  under  whioh  the  receivers  were  appointed,  and  which  goYema 
them,  and  the  court  in  directing  them,  expressly  prohibits  any  preference  being 
given  to  judgments,  except  so  for  as  they  are  liens  npon  real  estate  (2  R,  &  470, 
$  79).  And  it  is  only  by  virtue  of  a  jvdgmaU  tot  thes^  costs  that  they  ean  be  recov« 
ered  at  all. 

%  The  statute  provides  for  ^pro  rata  payments  in  all  cases,  except  those  particn- 
larly  mentioned  therein.  A  judgment  for  costs  is  not  one  of  the  excepted  and  pre- 
ferred claims.    (2  B.  S.  470,  $  79.) 

III.  There  is  do  diiference  in  this  respect  between  the  costs  of  an  nnsncoeasftil 
defetue  and  of  an  unsuccessful  proteaUion,  In  the  former  case,  no  one  pretends,  or 
has  ever  claimed,  thiit  the  costs  are  to  be  paid  in  full  out  of  the  assets  of  an  insolvent 
corporation.  But  if  the  costs  in  either  case  are  to  be  paid,  the  costs  in  both  most 
be. 

1.  There  is  no  difference  made  by  the  language  of  the  statntes. 

2.  There  is  no  difference  in  principle  or  upon  grounds  of  expediency  or  publle  policy. 
The  evil  of  an  unjust  defense  is  greater  than  that  of  an  unjust  claim,  and  it  is  of  far 
more  frequent  occurrence. 

IV.  The  rights  of  a  delendant  in  this  respect  are  abondantly  proteoted  by  statntoty 
provisions. 

1.  The  defendants  might  have  obtuned  security  for  costs.    (Code,  $  317.) 

2.  If  the  action  had  been  cairied  on  in  bad  faith,  the  receiven  may  be  made  per- 
sonally liable.    {Id.) 

V.  If  the  defendants  could  not  avail  themselves  of  these  provisions,  it  must  be  for 
reasons  which  would  make  it  no  more  than  just  that  they  diould  stand  on  the  same 
footing  as  other  creditors.  They  are  not  the  only  persons  who  suffer  by  the  insolvency 
of  the  company.  And  there  is  no  peculiar  equity  in  their  case  which  should  give 
them  a  preference.  Like  many  other  defendants,  they  have  defended  a  claim  at 
some  expense,  and  at  the  end  find  that  the  plaintiff  is  insolvent  It  is  hard,  no 
doubt,  but  it  is  a  hardship  of  every  day  occurrence ;  and  often  occurs  where  a  claim 
is  unreasonably  pressed,  which  is  not  the  case  here.  This  suit  has  been  maintained 
in  good  faith  and  on  reasonable  grounds.  Part  of  the  claim  (the  notes)  has  been 
settled. 

VI.  It  has  been  attempted  by  the  defendants'  counsel  to  compare  this  claim  to  one 
founded  upon  an  express  contract  with  the  receivers ;  and  it  was  asked  whether 
they  could  drive  their  clerks  to  accept  a  pro  rcUa  allowance  with  creditors  of  the 
company.    The  answer  to  this  is  easy. 

1.  A  claim  for  costs  acquired  in  hostility  to  the  receivers  is  not  founded  upon  any 
contract  with  them,  express  or  implied. 

2.  If  there  was  any  contract  in  the  case,  it  was  with  the  company,  not  with  the 
receivers.  The  action  wont  on  in  the  name  of  the  company.  If  the  defendants 
desired  to  establieh  any  claim  against  the  receiver5,  as  distinguished  from  the  com- 
pany, they  should  have  compelled  the  substitution  of  the  receivers  as  parties  plain- 
lUf. 

3.  A  clerk  who  continued  to  serve  the  company  after  the  appointment  of  the 
ceivers,  and  should  make  out  his  bills  to  the  company  only,  would  have  to  take  his 
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pay  in  the  nme  mumer  as  any  other  creditor.  The  reason  why  one  who  aerTes 
the  reoeiyer*  may  receiye  hie  compensation  in  tail  is  that  he  serves  the  court,  of 
which  the  receivers  are  agents,  and  atts  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  whereas 
coe  who  serves  the  company  acts  for  the  benefit  of  stockholders. 

VII.  It  would  be  peculiarly  unjuiit  to  the  other  creditors  of  the  company  to  allow 
a  preference  in  this  case  for  the  allowance  of  $800,  that  being  not  so  much  a  matter 
of  strict  debt  and  abdolute  right,  as  a  favor  granted  to  the  defendants  by  the  court, 
with  a  view  to  increase  their  j»ro  rata  allowance,  as  has  been  done  in  oUier  cases. 

YIIL  The  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  or  the  order  of  the  court  below  ahonld  be 
aflbmed. 

Woodruff,  J.  The  right  of  the  defendants  to  have  judg- 
ment for  their  costs  in  such  an  action  as  the  present,  brought 
against  them  for  the  recovery  of  money  only,  is  absolute  as 
well  by  the  law  before  as  since  the  Code  of  Procedure* 
There  is  no  claim  nor  ground  of  claim  that  the  allowance  of 
costs  in  the  action  was  discretionary. 

The  liability  of  the  receiver,  in  whom  the  alleged  cause 
of  action  became  vested  after  the  summons  herein  was  served 
and  by  whom  the  action  was  prosecuted,  is  made  by  section 
32 1  of  the  Code  the  same  as  if  he  had  caused  himself  to  be 
made  a  party. 

The  questions  here  are,  therefore : 

First.  In  actions  prosecuted  by  receivers  for  the  collection 
of  alleged  money  demands,  instituted  or  carried  on  for  the 
enhancement  of  the  fund,  for  the  benefit  of  those  to  whom 
it  is  ultimately  to  be  paid,  is  the  defendant  entitled  to  costs 
to  be  paid  to  him  immediately,  or  must  he  stand  as  a  gen- 
eral creditor,  to  await  the  final  administration  and  receive 
only  (as  the  case  may  be)  his  distributive  share  of  the  fund 
pro  rata  with  those  for  whose  benefit  he  has  been  subjected 
to  a  groundless  litigation  t 

Second.  Is  the  question  stated  addressed  to  the  discretion 
of  the  court  in  such  sense  that  no  appeal  lies  to  this  tribunal 
from  the  decision  made  below? 

.  It  was  conceded  on  the  argument  that  the  costs  in  ques- 
tion are  chargeable  upon  and  are  to  be  collected  out  of  the 
fond.  This  could  not  well  be  denied ;  and  yet,  in  a  case  in 
iirjmch  it  does  not  appear  by  anything  stated  in  the  papers 
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that  there  are  other  ckims  on  the  fund  of  any  sort  except 
the  interests  of  the  stockholders  of  the  company,  it  would 
seem  to  follow  as  of  course  that  the  receiver  should  have 
been  directed  to  pay  those  costs.  Such  an  order  is  the  ap- 
propriate mode  of  reaching  funds  in  the  receiver's  hands. 
Not  being  in  form  a  party  to  the  action,  no  execution  could 
reach  the  property  he  holds ;  and  being  the  custodian  of  the 
fund,  as  an  officer  of  the  court,  he  is  subject  to  immediate 
direction  to  pay  it  to  a  party  entitled. 

If  it  be  assumed  that  the  company  was  insolvent,  and  that 
the  funds  which  the  receiver  holds  or  may  collect,  may  not 
prove  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  the  creditors  of  the  company, 
this  does  not,  in  my  opinion  upon  clear  and  just  rules  gov- 
erning the  subject,  impair  the  defendants'  right  to  be  paid 
in  full,  the  fund  being  confessedly  sufficient. 

The  receiver  is  pro  hoc  vice  the  representative  of  the  com- 
pany, its  creditors  and  stockholders.  The  action  is  prose- 
cuted for  the  increase  of  a  innd  which  is  to  be  paid  to  them. 
It  is  not  according  to  any  rule  of  justice  or  equity  towards 
third  parties,  that  actions  like  the  present  should  be  prose- 
cuted by  the  company  or  such  representative,  otherwise 
than  at  the  expense  and  risk  of  the  fund  which  it  is  sought 
thereby  to  increase. 

In  my  opinion,  the  right  of  the  defendants  to  this  protec- 
tion and  indemnity  against  groundless  prosecution  is  clear, 
and  it  is  not  necessary  to  invoke  the  317th  section  of  the  Code 
for  its  maintenance,  further  than  to  say  that  its  provisions 
warrant  the  charge  of  the  costs  upon  the  fund. 

And  such  charge  should  be  absolute  and  prior  to  the 
claims  of  those  for  whose  benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted,  if 
the  rules  of  equity  require  it,  whether  that  seation  impera- 
tively entitles  the  prevailing  party  to  such  priority  of  pay- 
ment in  all  cases  mentioned  in  that  section,  it  is  unnecessary 
in  this  case  to  decide. 

If  the  views  thus  expressed  are  in  conformity  with  estab- 
liahed  rules  relating  to  the  subject,  as  they  are,  in  my  judg 
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ment,  coDformable  to  what  is  obviously  just,  then  it  was  not 
a  matter  of  discretion  to  refuse  the  order  sought. 

The  rule  was  applied  by  Chancellor  Walworth  to  a  case 
like  the  present,  in  which  it  did  appear  that  the  corporation 
was  insolvent  (Camp  agt.  The  Receivers  of  the  Niagara  Bank 
(2  Faigey  283)  where  the  receivers  continued  the  prosecu- 
tion of  a  suit  at  law,  which  was  at  issue  before  their  ap- 
pointment. In  giving  his  opinion,  he  says :  ^^  If  the  re- 
ceivers did  not  think  it  for  the  interest  of  the  creditors  to 
run  the  risk  of  having  the  costs  charged  upon  the  fund,  they 
should  have  abandoned  the  9uit,  and  then  the  petitioner 
would  only  have  been  entitled  to  share  ratably  with  the  other 
creditors. 

''The  petitioner  is  entitled  to  his  costs  down  to  the  time  of 
the  nonsuit,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
receivers,"  •  •  •  and  he  made  an  order  to  that  effect. 

In  my  opinion,  the  scheme  and  principle  proposed  by  the 
chapter  of  the  Code  in  relation  to  costs,  is  that  where  costs 
are  allowed,  they  shall  be  paid  by  the  fund  or  party  who 
would  be  benefited  by  a  counter  judgment,  and  that  this  case 
is  not  within  any  exception  to  the  rule. 

To  the  suggestion  that  the  statute  (2  Bev.  Stat  470,  §  79) 
will  not  permit  the  preference  sought,  it  must  sufSce  to  say 
that  it  is  not  sought  to  give  a  preference  to  the  defendants 
in  the  payment  of  a  debt  .of  the  company  as  such;  it  is  to 
require  the  fund  to  bear  and  pay  an  expense  incurred  for  its 
own  benefit  or  increase. 

Nor  is  it  any  answer  to  say  that  defendants  often  fail  to 
collect  their  costs  of  a  successful  defense  when  the.  plaintiff 
is  insolvent,  and  therefore  the  order  made  below  works  no 
unusual  hardship. 

Where  the  plaintiff  has  funds,  the  defendant  is  always  en- 
titled to  collect,  and  does  collect  his  costs.  Now  the  benefi- 
cial party  plaintiff  has  fuqds. 

It  may  be  said  that  this  rule  places  it  in  the  power  of  re- 
ceivers to  waste  the  whole  of  the  assets  in  'their  hands  in 
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groundless  litigation,  and  successful  defendants  are  paid  their 
costS;  while  creditors  may  get  nothing.  On  that  subject  I 
answer^  when  the  receivers  accounts  are  passed,  there  will 
be  abundant  opportunity  for  creditors  and  others  to  inquire 
whether  he  has  acted  with  due  regard  to  their  interests,  and 
the  right  to  require  that  he  personally  pay  costs  which  he 
ought  not  to  have  incurred,  is  not  confined  to  the  parties  to 
the  actions.     {Cohard  agt.  Oliver  et  dL7  Wend.  497.) 

The  question  whether  an  unreasonable  allowance  was  or 
was  not  made  to  the  defendants,  is  not  before  us.  We  must 
assume  that  the  case  called  for  it. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

All  the  judges  reverse. 


■♦♦•- 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Edward  J.  Newman  and  others  agt.  Easle  B.  Alvobd  and 

others. 

The  plmnti£fo  bad,  prior  to  JanTiary,  1866,  for  many  years,  at  or  near  the  village  of 
Akron,  in  Erie  county,  N.  T.,  mannfiBetared  largely  from  the  qoarries  there,  wafer 
Umt  or  cemtm.tf  which  was  nsnally  sold  in  barrels,  with  a  printed  bill  pa  sted  npon 
the  barrels  thus :  ^  Newman's  Akron  Cement  Company,  manufacture,  at  Akron, 
N.  Y*;  the  Hydraulic  Cement,  known  as  the  Akron  Water  Lime."  Part  of  this 
bill  was  printed  in  capitals, "  Newman's  Akron  Cement  Co.,"  and  "Akron  Water 
Lime  "  in  large  capitals." 

The  defendants  were  a  firm  manufitoturing  and  selling  water  lime  or  cement  from  a> 
quany  or  bed  in  Byraeuse,  Onondaga  county,  N.  T„  which  they  in  January,  1866, 
re*named,  and  called  it  "  Onondaga  Akron  Cement  or  Water  Lime."  The  word 
"Akron  "  was  not  used  in  connection  with  their  quarry  until  Januaiy,  1866.  The 
defendants,  in  selling  their  cement,  used  the  brand  "Alyord's  Onondaga  Akron 
Cement  or  Water  Lime,  manufactured  in  Syracuse,  in  New  York ;"  and  they  knew 
of  the  plaintifb'  quarries,  and  the  name  given  to  their  water  lime  or  cement 

Mdiy  that  the  defendants,  by  the  use  of  the  name  c/r  word  "Akron,"  in  selling  their 
eement,  infringed  upon  the  plaintiffs'  trad^  mark;  and  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  a  perpetual  injuncdon,  restraining  the  defendants  from  the  use  of  that  word. 

Ji  ieemtj  that  if  the  defendant's  quarry  and  manufacture  had  been  located  at  Akron 
also,  they  would  have  had  an  equal  right  with  the  plaintifb  to  have  used  the 
name  of  Akron  in  their  trade  mark,  within  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Brooilym 
WkUa  Lead  Co,  agt  Matwj  (25  Bofh.  416) ;  and  that  if  both  parties  had  had  theif 
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qoarrieB  and  manoftustoriet  at  another  place  than  Akron,  both  wonid  haye  had  an 
equal  right  to  use  the  name  Akron  in  their  trade  marks,  within  the  principle  of 
the  caae  of  Wolf  agt  BfnXard.  (18  How,  64). 

JEWe  Special  Term,  Novembery  1866. 

Action  to  restrain  defendants  irom  using  a  trade  mark 
daimed  by  the  plaintifis. 

It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintifis  are  part* 
ners^  and  that  they  manufacture  and  sell  a  water  lime  or 
cement^  known  in  the  market  as  ^' Akron  Cement"  and 
^^ Akron  Water  Idme,''  from  stone  quarried  by  them  in  the 
town  of  Newstead;  near  the  village  of  Akron^  in  the  eoimty 
of  Erie^  New  York,  and  sold  by  the  plaintiffi  at  Buffitlo^  and 
shipped  by  them  to  various  places  in  the  western  states*  for 
sale.  That  plaintifis^  including  their  predecessors^  have  car* 
ried  on  such  business  for  some  thirteen  years,  using  the  term 
^^Akron  Cement '^  as  their  trade  mark,  to  designate  the  origin 
and  quality  of  their  lime  and  cement ;  and  that  they  put  the 
trade  mark  on  the  barrels  in  which  the  lime  and  cement  is 
packed  and  sold,  &c« 

That  the  defendants  are  engaged  at  Syracuse,  in  the  state 
of  New  York,  in  manufacturing  and  selling  water  lime  and 
cement,  and  in  shipping  the  same  packed  in  barrels  to  their 
agents  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  elsewhere,  for  sale.  That  the 
defendants'  lime  and  cement  are  inferior  to  that  manufactured 
by  the  plaintiffs,  and  do  not  command  in  market  so  high  a 
price,  unless  it  is  sold  under  the  trade  mark  of  the  plaintifis. 
That  the  defendants  have  printed,  or  procured  to  be  printed, 
a  bill,  containing,  in  large*  letters,  among  other  things,  the 
words  ^^Akron  Water  Lime  f  and  that  they  are  pasted  upon 
the  barrels  of  cement  or  water  lime  of  the  defendants,  who 
are  selling  or  causing  to  be  sold  such  barrels,  vrith  the  bills 
pasted  thereon.  That  such  cement  or  water  lime  was  not 
manufactured  at  or  near  Akron.  That  ^<  cement'^  or  ^'  water 
lime''  means  the  same  thing. 

Averments  of  intention  of  defendants  to  mislead,  and  of 
thehr  refusal  to  desist  fix)m  the  use  of  such  trade  mark. 
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Demand  of  judgment  that  defendants  be  perpetuaQy  restrained 
from  using  the  word  ^^Akron"  on  their  bills  and  in  their  busi- 
ness^ &Cy  &c« 

The  defendants,  in  their  answer,  admit  certain  portions  of 
the  complaint;  and  deny  other  portions. 

They  allege  that  they  had  been  for  twelve  months  part- 
ners in  manufacturing  and  selling  water  lime  at  Syracuse, 
and  that  they  shipped  lime  to  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  other 
places  in  Ohio,  for  sale.  That  the  barrels  so  shipped  were 
not  marked  with  any  brand,  but  that  they  procured  hand 
bills  or  circulars  for  dktribution  in  Ohio,  and  in  no  other 
place,  for  the  purpose  of  aiding  sales,  which  were  thus: 
^'Alvord's  Onondaga  Akron  Cement  or  Water  Lime,  manu- 
factured in  Syracuse,  in  New  York.''  Then  follows  the  direc- 
tions for  use. 

They  deny  any  intention  to  injure  or  mislead  the  plaintiffii 
or  the  public,  Ac  &c.  They  ayer  that  the  article  manufiic- 
tured  by  them  is  a  different  and  superior  article,  Ac 

On  the  trial,  the  plaintiffi  proved  the  material  facts  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  touching  tiieir  manu&cturing  and  sale  of 
lime,  and  their  use  of  the  word  ^' Akron."  That  Akron  was 
the  name  of  the  village  in  or  near  which  the  plaintiffs  made 
their  lime  from  the  quarry  there. 

It  appears  that  a  person  or  firm  other  than  the  plaintifis 
also  made  lime  from  the  Akron  quarries,  conunencing  after 
the  plaintiffi,  as  the  successors  of  the  plaintifis,  and  that  they 
used  ^^Akron"  on  their  brands  and  bills,  similar  to  those 
used  by  the  plaintifis.  The  lime  was  the  same  kind  as  that 
made  by  the  plaintiffi.  The  evidence  showed  that  the  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiS  was  obtained  by  the  other  persons  or 
firm  to  use  such  word  and  bills.  The  evidence  showed  that 
the  brand  used  by  the  plaintiffs  was  an  old  and  established 
^  brand  in  the  market,  by  which  the  lime  was  sold,  and  that 
this  lime  was  generally  preferred.  The  sales  were  large.  It 
was  shown  that  the  agents  of  the  defendants  for  the 
sale  of  their  lime  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  used  a  hUl,  pasted 
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upon  the  barrels.  It  was  produced  to  the  court;  and  is  suffi- 
ciently described  in  the  opinion.  This  was  in  September^ 
1866.  In  October  the  agents  were  using  another  bill,  which 
is  described  in  the  opinion ;  also  the  bills  used  by  the  plain- 
tifis. 

The  defendants  became  a  firm  in  January,  1866.  Prior  to 
that  the  firm  was  Alvord  &  Brady,  for  two  years,  and  before 
that,  E.  B.  Alvord.  The  defendants  called  their  bed  or 
quarry  in  Syracuse  "Onondaga  Akron  Cement  or  Water 
Lime.'^  The  word  "Akron''  was  not  used  in  connection 
with  their  quarry  until  January,  1866.  They  knew  of  the 
plaintiffs'  quarries  and  the  lime  made  by  them,  and  of  its 
reputation,  and  the  name  given  to  -it. 

Some  other  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

John  Ganson,  for  plaintiffs. 
Geo.  N.  KenedT;  for  defendants. 

MABvm,  J.    The  case  may  be  stated  briefly  thus : 

The  plaintifis  had,  prior  to  January,  1866,  for  many  years, 
at  or  near  the  village  of  Akron,  in  Erie  county,  manufac- 
tured, firom  the  quarries  there,  water  lime  or  cement.  It  was 
usaally  placed  in  barrels  and  sent  into  the  n^arkets  and  sold, 
Tnth  a  bill  pasted  upon  the  barrels.  This  bill  was  printed, 
'^  Newman's  Akron  Cement  Company,  manufacture  at  Akron, 
N.  Y.;  the  Hydraulic  Cement,  known  as  the  Akron  Water 
Lime."  This  part  of  the  bill  is  printed  in  capitals:  ^'New- 
man's Akron  Cement  Co.;"  and  "Akron  Water  Lime"  in 
large  capitals. 

The  article  so  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs  had  become 
extensively  known,  and  was  very  largely  used.  Its  reputa^ 
tion  in  the  markets  was  well  established.  It  was  sold  in 
Buffalo,  and  in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  and  other  places  in  the  west- 
em  states. 

One  of  the  defendants  had  been  for  some  years  connected 
with  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  cement  or  water  lime,  in 
Syracuse;  Onondaga  county,  from  a  quarry  there. 
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'  January  Ist,  1866^  the  defendants  became  partners^  and 
they  renamed  the  quarry  or  bed  and  called  it  ^^  Onondaga 
Akron  Cement  or  Water  Lime.'^  Prior  to  this,  the  word 
^'Akron'^  was  unknown  in  connection  with  their  busmess. 
They  shipped  lime  in  barrels  to  Cleveland;  and  their  agents 
there,  used  upon  the  barrels  a  printed  bill,  similar  in  form  to 
that  used  by  the  plaintifis,  though  not  quite  so  large^  thus : 
<'Alvord's  Akron  (New  York  State)  Water  Lime/'  Then 
follows  the  directions  for  use. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendants  had  not 
given  their  agent;  in  Cleveland,  instruction  to  use  such  bills ; 
but  on  learning  that  there  were  complaints  made,  they  did 
instruct  their  agent  to  procure  and  use  bills  thus :  ^'Alvord's 
Onondaga  Akron  Cement  or  Water  Lime,  manufactured  in 
Syracuse,  in  New  York.^  And  the  defendants  insist  that  they 
had  a  right  to  give  to  the  article  they  manufactured  this  name, 
and  that  in  doing  so  they  have  not  infringed  upon  the  rights  of 
the  plaintiffs.  It  should  have  been  stated  that  the  defendants 
used  the  bills  above  described  only  in  Cleveland,  Ohio. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  object  of  the  defendants  in  intro* 
ducing  the  word  ^^Akron"  into  their  business  cannot  be  mis« 
tiaken.  The  plaintiffis  had  for  many  years  produced  from 
their  quarries  an  article  of  cement  or  water  lime,  and  had 
sold  it  extensively,  in  market,  as  the  hydraulic  cement,  known 
as  the  ^^Akron  Water  Lime."  The  company's  name  was 
^'  Newman's  Akron  Cement  Company,"  and  their  place  of  man* 
ufaeture  at  "Akron,  N.  Y."  Thus  the  word  "Akron"  is 
used  three  times  in  their  bill,  in  a  natural  and  proper  man* 
ner.  The  article  produced  by  the  plainti£&  had  been  exten- 
sively known,  and  it  was  bought  and  sold  under  the  brand, 
which  was  well  established.  What  caused  the  defendants 
to  change  the  name  of  their  bed  or  quarry,  in  January,  1866, 
and  bring  in  the  word  "Akron  t"  There  was  no  place  in 
Onondaga  county  by  that  name,  nor  in  the  state  of  New 
York,  so  far  as  I  know,  except  the  little  village  in  Erie 
county.    The  word  has  no  signification,  except  as  the  name 
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of  a  place.  It  is  not  of  itself  indicative  of  the  qualUy  of  any- 
thing. What  object^  then^  had  the  defendants  in  introducing 
this  word  into  their  business!  Why  call  the  article  they 
manufactured  ^  Onondaga  Akron  Cement  or  Water  Lime !" 
The  answer  of  counsel^  upon  the  trial;  was  that  the  defend- 
ants had  a  right  to  give  to  their  lime  bed  or  quarry  such 
name  as  they  pleased.  That  they  had  only  given  their 
quarry  a  name  to  distinguish  it  from  other  quarries  in  the 
neighborhood.  This  answer  is  not  satisfactory,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  defendants  knew  that  there  was  a  place  in 
Erie  county  known  as  Ahrony  and  that  cement  was  manufac- 
tured there  and  sold  in  the  market  as  Akron  Water  lime, 
and  that  it  had  an  established  reputation  and  met  with  ready 
sales,  eq>ecially  in  Buffalo,  Cleveland  and  other  western 
places.  I  cannot  think  that  the  word  ^^Akron  '^  was  adopted 
by  the  defendants  by  accident,  or  from  mere  fancy  for  the 
word.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  defendants  expected  to 
derive  a  benefit  from  the  use  of  this  word,  in  the  increased 
sales  they  should  make,  founded  upon  the  reputation  of  the 
article  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffi,  and  that  they  were  n^t 
disappointed  in  such  expectation.  If  this  is  so,  then  I  think 
the  plaintiffs  should  have  the  relief  they  ask,  unless  the  set- 
tled rules  of  law  are  such  as  to  prevent  any  relief.  I  have 
looked  into  the  reported  cases,  and  in  my  opinion  they  are 
not  in  conflict  with  my  impressions  of  the  justice  of  this 
case. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  discuss  the  law  touching  trade 
marks  to  any  considerable  extent;  but  I  have  considered  and 
will  notice  the  positions  of  the  defendants'  counsel  very 
briefly. 

The  first  is,  that  the  word  Ahron^  the  name  of  a  place, 

cannot  be  appropriated  exclusively  by  the  plaintifis.     Wolf 

agt.  Chulard  (18  Eow.  Pr.  JR.  64),  Burgess  agt.  Burgess  (17 

Eng.  L.  A  Eq.  257),  and  Brooklyn  White  Lead  Company  agt. 

Maswry  (25  Barb.  416),  are  cited  in  support  of  this  position. 

In  the  first  of  these  cases,  the  plaintiff  had  given  to  his  arti-i 
Vol..  XXXV.  8 
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cle  ike  name  ^^  Schiedam  Schnappsy''  and  the  defendant  pre- 
pared an  article  and  gave  to  it  the  same  name,  in  connection 
with  his  own  name.  The  parties  lived  in  New  York  and 
made  their  articles  there.  The  judge  says:  ^*It  was  admit- 
ted on  the  argument  that  the  word  ^  Schiedam/  being  the 
name  of  a  town  in  Holland,  could  not  be  so  appropriated  by 
the  plaintifi,  and  that  the  word  ^Schnapps'  was  adopted 
from  the  Gterman  languagCi  meaning  dram.  The  judge  adds: 
^'  When  a  person  forms  a  new  word  to  designate  an  article 
made  by  him  which  has  never  been  used  before,  he  may 
obtain  such  a  right  to  that  name  as  to  entitle  him  to  the  sole 
use  of  it  as  against  others  who  attempt  to  use  it  for  the  sale 
of  a  similar  article ;  but  such  an  exclusive  use  can  never  be 
successfully  claimed  of  words  in  common  use  previously,  as 
applicable  to  similar  articles,'' 

In  the  next  case,  the  plaintiff  had  for  many  years  made  an 
article  and  sold  it  under  the  name  ^^  Burgess'  Essence  of 
Anchovies."  His  son  set  up  for  himself,  and  manufactured 
the  article  and  sold  it  under  the  same  name,  his  name, 
being  Burgess.  The  judge  said:  ^^All  the  Queen's  subjects 
have  a  right,  if  they  will,  to  manufacture  and  sell  articles  and 
sauces,  and  not  the  less  that  their  fathers  have  done  so  before 
them.  All  the  Queen's  subjects  have  a  right  to  sell  them  ia 
their  own  names,  and  not  the  less  so  that  they  bear  the  same 
name  as  their  fathers  f  and  nothing  else  has  been  done  in  that 
which  is  in  question  before  us." 

In  the  other  case,  the  plaintiffii  manufiactured  white  lead, 
in  Brooklyn,  and  marked  their  kegs  ^^  Brooklyn  White  Lead 
Company."  The  defendant  also  manufactured  white  lead  in 
Brooklyn,  and  marked  his  kegs  ^^  Brooklyn  White  Lead  and 
Zinc  Company."  It  was  held  that,  as  both  the  parties  dealt 
in  the  same  article,  and  both  manufactured  it  at  BrooUytij 
each  had  the  same  right  to  describe  it  as  Brooklyn  whit^ 
lead. 

I   In  my  opinion  these  cases  are  not  in  point.  It  is  undoubt- 
edly true  that  no  one  ^^has  a  right  to  appropriate  a  sign  or 
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(sjrmbol  which,  from  the  nature  of  the  fact  which  it  is  used 
to  signify,  others  may  employ  with  equal  truth,  and  there- 
fore have  an  equal  right  to  employ  for  the  same  purpose." 
This  is  one  of  the  positions  laid  down  by  Dueb,  J«,  in  the 
elaborate  opinioa  in  Amoskeag  Manufdduring  Company  agt 
Spear  (2  Sandf.  S.  G.  R  606).  When  the  plaintift  manufac- 
tured an  article  in  New  York,  and  gave  it  the  name  of  a  city 
in  Holland,  he  could  not  deprive  another  person,  manufactur- 
ing a  similar  article,  from  connecting  the  name  of  the  same 
city  with  it.  So  as  to  Brooklyn ;  both  parties  being  manu- 
facturers in  that  city,  each  party  had  a  right  to  indicate  the 
place  where  his  article  was  made.  The  question  in  truth 
lies  deeper.  Duer,  in  the  opinion  referred  to,  bsljs  that  in 
all  cases  where  a  trade  mark  is  imitated,  the  essence  of  the 
wrong  consists  in  the  sale  of  the  goods  of  one  manufacturer 
or  vendor  as  those  of  another;  and  it  is  only  when  this  false 
representation  is  directly  or  indirectly  made,  and  only  to  the 
extent  in  which  it  is  made,  that  the  party  who  appeals  to  the 
justice,  of  the  court  can  have  a  title  to  relief.  No  one  has 
the  right  to  sell  his  goods  as  the  goods  of  another. 

It  is  also  argued  that  the  party  complaining  must  have  a 
right  txduswe  at  all  other  persons,  and  that  in  this  case  other 
parties,  compofidng  a  firm,  manufactured  cement  from  the 
l)ed8  of  lime  alt  Akron,  and  that  they  used  the  same  form  of 
biHs,  inserting  the  word  "Akron."  As  to  the  fact  in  this 
<»se,  it  was  proved  that  this  was  done  with  the  consent  of 
the  plaintifis.  But,  aside  from  this  proof^  I  am  not  prepared 
to  concur  that  no  more  than  one  person  or  i5nn  can  acquire 
a  rigbt  to  a  trade  mark  as  against  all  others.  The  right 
«cm^ft  to  %e  protected  must  undoubtedly  be  exclusive  of  the 
party  complained  of.  I  know  that,  in  speaking  of  the  plain- 
tifi^s  right,  the  judges  speak  of  it  as  exclusive,  and  it  must 
be  exclusive  of  the  defendant,  or  there  will  be  no  cause  for 
complaint. 

But,  keeping  in  mind  the  principles  upon  which  the  action 
is  founded,  I  am  not  able  to  see  why  two  or  more  persons, 
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or  a  class  of  persons^  may  not  have  the  same  right  to  the 
exclusion  of  aU  other  persons.  Take  this  case.  The  import 
tant  word  to  distinguish  the  article  manufactured  and  sold  by 
the  plaintifis  is  ^^ Akron/'  and  this  is  the  name  of  the  place 
where  the  cement  is  made,  from  beds  or  quarries  of  lime. 
The  lime  in  the  quarries  there  is  the  same  in  quality^  and 
the  process  ofmanufacturing  is  the  same  eyerywbere.  Now, 
as  I  understand  the  authorities,  the  plaintifis  could  not  pro- 
bably acquire  a  right  to  the  use  of  the  word  Akron  by  a  first 
appropriation  or  use,  which  should  exclude  his  neighbors, 
manufacturing  from  the  same  beds  and  in  the  same  way, 
from  the  use  of  the  word  Akron ;  and  yet  it  would  not  follow 
that  other  persons,  having  no  connection  with  these  beds,, 
should  not  be  excluded  from  the  use  of  the  name  ^^Akron."" 
No  case  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  presenting  the 
question  here  presented.  The  important  word  is  the  name 
of  the  place  where  the  cement  is  made ;  but  it  indicates  to 
the  public  far  more  than  simply  the  place  of  manufacture,  as 
Brooklyn  in  the  case  of  the  white  lead.  The  article  manu- 
factured is  taken  from  the  earth.  It  is  a  bed  or  quarry  of 
lime.  There  is  no  special  art  or  skill  in  making  it  into 
cement.  The  process  is  the  same  everywhere^  and  yet  the 
cement  made  from  difierent  beds  difibrs  greatly  in  quality  and 
▼alue.  The  reputation  of  plaintifis'  cement  arises  firom  the 
reputation  of  the  bed  or  quarry  from  which  it  u  made,  the 
Akron  bed.  Now,  why  may  not  the  persons  making  cement 
from  these  quarries  be  protected  against  the  fraudulent  use 
of  the  word  "Akron!"  To  them  this  word  has  become  val- 
uable. They  have  long  used  it  with  propriety.  They  speak 
the  truth  in  using  it.  They  tell  the  public,  by  their  bills, 
this  is  "Akron  lime."  It  is  made  fi-om  the  Akron  beds  or 
quarries.  The  public  have  used  it  for  yeaon,  and  appreciate 
its  qualities.  The  defendants,  manufacturers  of  cement  in 
another  part  of  the  state,  from  another  quarry,  distant  some 
150  miles,  knowing  all  about  the  plaiutiift  and  the  article  they 
produce;  and  its  reputation  in  the  market,  change  the  name 
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of  their  quarry,  and  incorporate  the  most  significant  word 
<Med  by  the  pkintiffi  for  many  years,  and  then  prepare  bills, 
with  this  word  prominent  in  them,  and  bring  their  article 
into  markets  in  competion  with  the  plaintiffs.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  simple  statement  of  the  case  is  the  strongest 
argument  that  can  be  used  against  the  act  of  the  defendants. 
They  intended  that  their  article  should  be  sold,  and  they 
expected  that  it  would  be  bought,  as  and  for  the  genuine 
article  produced  from  the  quarries  at  Akron.  They  expected 
that  the  public  would  be  deceived.  It  is  not  -enough  that 
they  used  their  own  firm  name,  and  designated  the  place  of 
manufecture  as  ^' Syracuse,^  '*in  New  York,*'  and  "Onon- 
daga.'' How  many  of  those  who  had  for  years  used  the 
plaintiffs'  cement  knew  where  it  was  made  f  Akron  is  a 
small  village  in  a  town  in  Erie  county,  of  no  repute,  except 
in  connection  with  the  cement  or  water  lime  made  from  its 
quarries.  Most  persons,  in  Cleveland,  for  instance,  on  seeing 
one  of  the  defendant's  bills,  with  "Akron  Cement "  in  large 
capitals  upon  it,  would,  if  he  stopped  to  notice  "Onondaga" 
and  "Syracuse,"  suppose  that  the  "Akron  Cement"  with 
which  he  had  been  acquainted  lor  years  was  actually  made  at 
Syracuse.  To  him  the  name  of  the  maau&cturer  is  of  no 
importance.  He  knows  that  the  quality  of  the  article  is 
derived  frcm  the  raw  matmal ;  that  is,  the  bed  or  quarry ; 
and  he  understands  that  the  article  thus  labeled  by  the 
defendants  is  ihe  genuine  article  which  he  has  long  known 
and  used.  {Bee  ake  Sess.  Loms  1862,  jpp.  513,  514,  and 
Laws  of  lQ6Sy  eh.  209.)  These  statutes  are  very  compre- 
hensivo. 

The  injunction  granted  should  be  made  perpetual.     The 
plaintiffi  should  have  costs. 

This  judgment  was,  upon  appeal,  a£Birmed  at  general  term* 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

RussEL  F.  HiCKS;  respondent  agt.  Amabiah  EL  BsiDincB, 

appellant. 


In  an  action  for  dama^M  for  erimhuU  eonversatitm  by  th*  defendant  with  the  plain- 
tiff'a  wife,  the  wi£»  cannot  be  a  witneM  againat  her  hoaband, 

January  Termy  1868. 

This  action  was  brought  to**iecoYer  damages  of  defendant 
for  criminal  conversation  with  the  plaintiff's  wife^  and  tried 
at  the  Steuben  circuit  in  October^  1860^  when  a  verdict  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 

Exceptions  were  taken  upon  the  trial  to  the  rulings  of  the 
judge  admitting  evidence  objected  to^  and  judgment  having 
been  entered  upon  the  verdict,  the  jdaintifi  appealed  to  the 
general  term  of  the  supreme  court }  a  new  trial  was  ordered 
and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals* 

Miller,  J.  It  is  evident  that  the  judge  erred  upon  the 
trial  in  allowing  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  sworn  as  a 
witness  and  to  testify  against  her  husband.  At  common  law 
the  husband  and  wife  could  not  be  witnesses  for  or  against 
each  other^  and  this  rule  of  the  common  law  is  not  changed  by 
the  provisions  of  the  Code  which  abrogate  the  disqualifica- 
tion of  witnesses  by  reason  of  their  being  parties.  These 
provisions,  as  they  existed  when  this  action  was  tried,  have 
no  application  to  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar,  as  has  been  held 
in  numerous  adjudications  of  the  court.  {RiidfrMek  agt. 
Vandervoarty  5  Seld.  153 ;  Smith  agt.  Smithy  15  How.  165  ^ 
Marsh  agt.  Potter^  30  BarK  506 ;  Maccndray  agt.  Wadk^ 
26  Barb.  612;  White  agt.  Stafford,  38  iJart.  419;  Carpen- 
ter agt.  White,  46  Barb.  291 ;  Eivenburgh  agt.  Bivenburghy 
47  Barbi  419.)  As  this  error  of  the  judge  was  suflBcient  to 
authorize  the  general  term  to  grant  a  new  trial>  it  is  not 
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■  • 

necessary  to  examine  the  other  qaestions  raised^  and  the 
judgment  of  the  general  term  must  he  affirmed. 

All  concur.. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


■ » • 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

Habbiet  E,  Christy,  as  administratrix  of  the  estate  of 
Edwin  P.  Chbisty,  deceased  agt.  Jahes  S.  Libbt,  indi- 
vidually and  as  collector  of  the  estate  of  Edwin  P. 
Chsistt,  deceased. 

Coortt  of  eqaitj  hare  jariadiction  to  call  apon  executors  and  adnunifltraton  to 
aeeonat.  Sneh  power  was  ireqaently  ezereised  by  the  late  coait  of  chanceryf 
although  the  surrogate  had  jurisdiction  over  snch  proceedings. 

Hie  ooori  of  eommon  pletfs  of  the  city  and  oonnty  of  New  York  has  the  same  {nris- 
dietioB  ezereised  by  the  late  oooFt  of  chanoery  in  actions,  when  the  defendant 
resides,  or  is  personally  served  with  a  snmmons,  within  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  Beyised  Statotes  do  not  confer  on  the  sorrogate  welusive  jurisdiction  oyer 
proceedings  to  compel  ezAentots,  administrators,  or  eoUeetori  to  account;  an 
action  for  each  aoconnting  may  be  brought  in  the  oonrt  of  common  pleas  of  the 
dty  and  county  of  New  York. 

The  iUU  is  a  part  cftke  eomplaisUj  but  the  allegations  in  the  body  of  the  complaint 
should  control  the  HUe. 

Speeicil  Term^  DecenibeTy  1867. 

Demurrer  to  complaint. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  on  the  21st  day  of  May,  1862, 
Edwin  P.  Christy  died  intestate ;  and  that  on  the  22d  day 
of  May^  1862,  letters  of  administration  upon  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  were  granted  by  the  surrogate  of  New  York  to  the 
plaintiff;  that  the  plaintiff  qualified  and  entered  upon  the 
discharge  of  the  duties  of  her  office  as  administratrix ;  that 
afterwards  a  contest  arose  before  the  surrogate  as  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  be  such  administratrix,  and  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  contest  the  defendant  was  appointed  collector 
of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  by  the  surrogate ;  that  the  de- 
fendant entered  upon  the  duties  of  his  office  as  collector,  and 
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as  such  took  possession  of  certain  goods,  chattels^  moneys 
and  effects  of  the  deceased.  The  complaint  further  alleges 
that  the  appointment  of  defendant  was  only  to  continue  until 
it  was  oetermined  who  was  entitled  to  administration ;  that 
afterwards  the  contest  was  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  a  decree  duly  entered  confirming  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
administer  upon  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  to  the  con- 
trol and  possession  of  all  the  personal  property  of  the  de- 
ceased. 

The  complaint  also  alleges  that  before  the  commencement 
of  this  action  the  plaintiff  had  demanded  of  the  defendant 
the  property,  moneys  and  effects  of  which  he  became  pos- 
sessed as  such  collector,  and  that  he  account  therefor  to  her 
as  such  administratrix;  and  that  the  defendant  refused  to 
do  so. 

The  complaint  further  shows  that  a  large  amount  of  said 
property  and  effects  have  been  converted  into  money,  and 
that  the  defendant  fraudulently  retains  possession  thereof, 
and  of  all  said  property  and  the  proceeds  thereof;  that  the 
defendant  has,  by  neglect  and  mismaiiagement,  lost  a  large 
amount  of  the  personal  property  and  effects  of  which  he  be- 
came possessed  as  such  collector,  and  has  lost  by  his  omis- 
sion and  neglect  a  large  amount  of  other  personal  property 
to  which  he  was  entitled  as  such  collector ;  to  all  of  which 
plaintiff,  as  such  administratrix,  claims  to  be  entitled. 

Plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  defendant,  that  he 
account  to  her  for  all  the  personal  property,  moneys  and 
effects  which  have  come  into  his  possession  and  to  which  he 
was  entitled  as  such  collector,  that  he  be  ordered  and 
directed  to  deliver  to  her,  as  such  administratrix,  all  the  per- 
sonal property  and  effects  still  remaining  in  his  possession ; 
and  that  he  pay  to  her,  as  such  administrajtrix,  all  moneys  in 
his  possession  and  to  which  he  is  entitled  as  such  collector ; 
that  he  pay  to  her,  as  such  administratrix,  the  value  of  all 
personal  property  and  effects  which  have  been  lost  through 
his  mismauagement  or  neglect. 
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The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint  and  asserts  the 
foUowing  grounds  of  demurer. 

First.  That  it  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  that 
this  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of  this  action  ; 
that  the  defendant  was  appointed  collector  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  by  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  New  York, 
and  that  the  surrogate's  court  is  the  proper  forum  in  which 
to  adjust  the  accounts  and  control  the  proceedings  of  its  oiB- 
cers  and  the  persons  deriving  authority  from  that  court. 

Second.  That  several  causes  of  action  have  been  impro- 
perly united — one  being  an  action  for  accoimting  as  collector 
and  special  administrator,  and  the  other  an  action  for  alleged 
negligence  or  mismanagement  in  conducting  a  trust  whereby 
the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  value  of  pereonal  property 
and  effects  alleged  to  have  been  lost  through  the  defendant'  i 
mismanagement. 

Third.  That  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficieni 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

Alios  G.  Hull,  for  defendarU^  in  support  of  demurrer. 
C*  Baxnbbidge  %isxmj  for  plaintiff ^  opposed. 

YiJSi  yoR£rr,  J.  Executors  and  administrators  are  consid- 
ered as  trustees.  The  defendant,  as  collector  of  the  estate, 
appointed  by  the  surrogate  during  the  contest  in  his  court 
as  to  the  plaintiff^s  right  to  administration,  stands  in  relation 
to  the  estate  as  a  trustee. 

Ciourts  of  equity  take  cognizance  of  the  conduct  of  execu- 
tors, administrators  and  other  trustees.  {BlacJcstone^s  Conu 
vol  3,  437 ;  Willard*s  Equity  JurisprudencCy  pp.  88,  490.) 

Courts  of  equity  have  jurisdiction  to  call  an  executor  or 
administrator  to  account ;  and  the  power  to  summon  trus- 
tees of  this  character  for  this  purpose  was  frequently  exer- 
cised by  the  late  court  of  chancery  in  behalf  of  creditors, 
legatees,  or  distributees  of  an  estate,  although  the  surrogate's 
court  had  concurrent  jurisdiction  over  those  matters.    In 
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Sogers  agt.  King  (8  Po^,  21] )  the  ohancelkr  says :  <^  This 
courty  upon  a  proper  application^  would  grant  an  injunction 
as  a  matter  of  course^  to  stay  any  creditor  or  others  from 
proceeding  before  the  surrogate^  and  to  compel  them  to  come 
in  and  establish  their  claim  under  the  decree  here." 

The  court  of  chancery  would  exercise  such  restraining 
power  from  proceeding  in  tiie  surrogate's  court,  where  a  biU 
had  been  filed  in  that  court  for  an  accounting, 

A  court  of  equity  is  a  tribunal  in  which  not  only  the  per- 
sonal fitness  and  conduct  of  a  trustee  may  be  investigated, 
but  in  which  his  administration  of  the  trust  property  may  be 
overlooked  on  a  charge  of  waste  or  devastavit,  and  he  may 
be  ordered  to  account  for  the  property  received  by  him  and 
to  pass  and  settle  his  accounts. 

A  court  of  equity  has  always  exercised  jurisdiction  in  such 
cases.    It  is  inherent  to  it. 

The  defendant  having  had  only  a  temporary  relation  to 
the  estate  of  the  deceased,  to  be  ended  so  soon  as  it  could 
be  determined  who  was  to  be  clothed  with  legal  power  to 
take  the  property  as  a  trustee,  was  liable  to  account  to  the 
person  who  should  ultimately  be  appointed  as  a  proper  rep- 
resentative. 

The  collector  should  account  to  the  party  legally  appointed 
as  administratrix,  for  the  property,  money  and  assets  which 
has  come  into  his  hands  while  he  was  collector,  and  for  his 
management  of  the  trust  estate,  and  for  property  lost  by 
his  management  or  neglect  of  duty.  A  case  of  this  character 
is  a  proper  subject  for  the  cognizance  of  a  court  of  equity. 

The  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York  has  the  same  powers  exercised  by  the  late  court  of 
chancery  in  all  actions  where  the  defendant  resides  or  is  per- 
sonally served  with  a  summons  within  the  city  of  New 
York.  (Cocfe,  ^  33,  sub.  2 ;  Brovon  agt.  Irish  Presb.  Cofig. 
6  JBosto.  246.) 

As  the  court  of  chancery  could  have  entertained  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  action,  this  court  may.    It  is  true  that  the  sur- 
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rogate  of  New  York  has  jurisdictioo  to  Bummon  this  defend- 
ant to  account^  and  to  oblige  him  to  make  an  exhibit  of  his 
afiairs  as  collector  of  this  estate^  and  may  make  a  valid  de- 
cree in  the  premisep  on  a  state  of  facts  such  as  is  set  up  in 
the  complaint  in  this  action.  {New  York  Statutes  at  Large 
(Edmond^s  edition)  vol  2,  pp.  229^  230.) 

But  it  was  not  designed  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  surro- 
gate should  be  exclusive.  There  is  nothing  in  the  statute 
which  tends  to  show  that  the  legislature  intended  to  take 
away  from  courts  of  equity  their  jurisdiction  over  cases  of 
this  character. 

In  Seaman  agt.  Duryea  (11  i^.  T.  J2.  324)  it  is  said  that, 
^'  It  was  the  intent  of  the  legislature,  in  conferring  this  juris- 
diction upon  surrogates,  to  provide  an  inexpensive  and  sum- 
mary process  for  the  settlement  and  adjustment  of  the  ac- 
.counts  of  executors  and  administrators,  and  to  supersede  the 
nece.ssity  of  a  resort  to  the  court  of  chancery  for  that  pyir- 
pose.'^  '^ 

All  that  was  meant  to  be  decided  in  that  case  upon  this 
point  was  that  a  party  was  not  of  necessity  obliged  to  go  into 
a  court  of  equity  in  cases  of  the  character  designated. 

If  a  party  elected,  there  was  a  tribunal  open  to  him  in 
which  he  could  take  a  more  summary  and  inexpensive 
method  than  by  resorting  to  the  court  of  chanceiy.  If  it 
had  been  intended  that  the  surrogate  should  exercise  exdur 
sive  jurisdiction,  it  would  have  b^en  so  stated. 

I  have  no  doubt  about  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court  to 
entertain  this  action.  This  disposes  of  the  first  ground  of 
demurrer. 

I 

There  is  really  but  one  cause  of  action  set  up  in  the  com- 
plaint. 

The  matters  alleged  have  relation  to  the  defendant  in  his 
character  as  collector  and  trustee  only. 

Defendant  is  asked  to  account  for  what  he  has  received, 
and  for  what  has  been  lost  through  his  misconduct  and  neg- 
ligence as  collector.    His  conduct  and  administration  as  trus* 
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tee^  during  the  time  he  held  the  office  of  collector^  is  the 
subject  of  inquiry.  In  the  title  of  the  complaint  he  is  de- 
scribed **  individually/*  as  well  as  *'  collector.'*  The  title,  it 
is  true;  is  part  of  the  complaint.     (Cocfe,  ^  142.) 

But  the  allegations  in  the  body  of  the  complaint  should 
control  the  title.  By  them  he  is  sought  to  be  charged  as 
collector,  and  it  is  in  that  relation  only  that  he  is  brought 
into  court 

It  is  not  claimed  that  he,  otherwise  than  as  collector,  has 
interfered  with  the  property  and  estate  of  the  deceased.  He 
is  not  proceeded  against  as  a  trespasser. 

The  last  ground  of  demurrer  Ib  involved  in  the  considera- 
tion of  the  first  and  second. 

If  the  preceding  views  are  correct,  the  complaint  does  set 
up  a  cause  of  action. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  the  demurrer,  with  leave  to  de- 
fendant to  answer  in  twenty  days^  on  payment  of  costs. 


•  »• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  H.  Sherwood  agt.  Richasd  B.  Connolly,  Comp- 
troller, and  others. 

Joseph  B.  Vabnum,  Jr.,  agt  Chauncet  M.  Depew  and 

others. 

« 

None  of  the  expenses  of  the  hoard  of  audit  for  the  dty  and  county  of  New  York,  and 
none  of  the  olaimB  ooyered  by  it,  can  be  paid,  except  out  of  a  fttnd  directed  by  the 
act  creating  the  board  (1867)  to  be  raised  for  that  purpose  by  the  board  of  saper- 
visorSi  by  tax. 

So  long  as  the  saperyisors  rslhse  to  raise  such  ftind,  no  damage  can  ensne 
to  any  tax  payer,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action  of 
the  board  of  audit,  even  assuming  the  act  under  which  they  were  created  to  be 
onconstitutional. 

JheM  Is  jio  remedy  given  under  the  proYisioaB  of  section  3,  chapter  405  of  the  laws 
of  L8&1,  jgainst  such  a  bod/  as  a  board  of  audit 
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That  teetion  only  gives  a  remedy  in  behalf  of  a  tax  payer,  a  member  of  the  common 
eomicil  or  a  sapervisor,  Offoiiui  the  cotamoj^  couneU  or  the  luperviton. 

New  York  Special  Termj  May^  1867. 

Babnard^  J.  Whatever  may  be  the  force  of  the  objec- 
tioDS  urged  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  in  question^ 
still  this  action  is  premature. 

Assuming  that  portion  of  the  act  which  creates  a  ad  defines 
the  powers  of  the  board  of  audit  to  be  unconstitutional  in  all 
its  partS;  still  I  do  not  see  how  the  plaintiffs  or  the  citizens 
of  New  York  city  can  be  damaged  by  the  board's  proceed  • 
ing^  unless  the  supervisors  lend  their  aid  in  carrying  out  the 
act  by  levying  a  tax  sufficient  to  cover  the  expenses  of  the 
board  and  the  amount  of  the  claims  reported  by  it  to  be  due 
from  the  city. 

None  of  the  expenses  of  the  board  of  audit^  and  none  of 
the  claims  covered  by  it^  can  be  paid,  except  out  of  a  fund 
directed  by  the  act  in  question  to  be  raised  for  that  purpose 
by  the  board  of  supervisors  by  tax«  No  damage  then  can 
ensue^  if  the  supervisors  refuse  to  raise  this  fund. 

ISy  however,  they  improperly  proceed  to  raise  the  fund 
(and,  if  the  act  is  unconstitutional,  the  acting  on  the  report 
of  the  board  of  audit  would  be  improper),  then  injury  would 
be  likely  to  result.  A  remedy  may  be  had  under  section  3 
of  chapter  405,  laws  of  1864.  For  another  reason  this  injimc- 
tion  should  be  dissolved.  Unless  the  provisions  of  section  3 
of  chapter  405  of  laws  of  1864  apply,  the  plaintiffi  clearly 
have  no  standing  in  court. 

The  provisions  of  that  section  only  give  a  remedy  in 
behalf  of  a  taxpayer,  a  member  of  the  common  council  or  a 
supervisor,  against  the  common  council  or  the  supervisors ; 
there  is  no  remedy  given  against  such  a  body  as  the  board 
of  audit  I  have  not  deemed  it  necessary,  at  this  stage  of 
the  proceedings,  to  pass  upon  the  variaus  questions  that 
have  been  raised  by  the  plaintifi'  counseL  At  some  future 
period  of  time,  if  it  should  become  necessary,  these  questions 
can  be  met  and  decided.    At  present,  in  consequence  of  the 
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interposition  of  the  technical  objection  before  passed  upon, 
it  would  be  anticipating  that  which  is  not  properly  before 
me;  and  which  would  not  bind  the  parties,  as  it  would  be 
anticipating  that  which  may  never  arise. 
Motion  for  injunction  denied. 


•    NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS- 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  Behxard  Smyth,  Receiver 
of  Taxes,  agt  The  International  Life  Assurance  Com-  , 

PANY  of  London. 

A  fovtiff%  corporatwl^  doing  boBineas  in  this  state  is  to  b«  Kgarded  as  mm-retideni; 
and  it  is  to  be  assessed  and  taxed  upon  all  moneys  in  any  manner  invested  in  this 
etate,  the  same  as  if  it  was  a  resideiit  oorporation ;  and  the  securities  deposited 
with  the  comptroller  are  personal  property,  liable  to  tasation.  Sach  an  insnrance 
<cotporadon  cannot  exempt  itself  from  this  taxation,  on  the  groond  that  it  is  not 
'4oing  ImttMU  in  this  State,  by  allegi&g  and  proving  that  it  is  now  confined  to  col- 
lecting preminms  and  paying  losses  on  old  policies ;  aad  that  it  issues  no  new  po1i> 
cies.  This  mnst  be  considered  *' doing  business,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
stasnte,  although  it  may  be  oontlacted. 

The  remedy  by  the  reeeiver  of  taxes,  for  the  oolleotion  and  p^pnent  of  such  taxes 
from  such  corporatieas,  is  the  same  as  against  individaals. 

Special  Termy  Aprils  1868. 

This  was  a  proceeding  to  enforce  the  payment  of  tax  upon 
personal  property  unposed  upon  the  International  Life 
Assurance  Company  of  London. 

This  company  has  heretofore  been  taxed  in  this  state  as  a 
foreign  corpontftion  doing  business  here.  The  ad;  of  1860 
authorizes  any  foreign  corporation^  organized  under  foreign 
lawSy  to  do  business  in  this  state,  upon  depositing  with  the 
comptroller^  for  the  benefit  of  the  policy  holders,  securities 
to  the  amount  of  $100,000;  and  a  subsequent  act  provides 
that  "All  persons  doing  business  in  the  state  of  New  York, 
who  are  not  residents,  shall  be  assessed  and  taxed  upon  all 
^ums  invested  in  said  business,  the  same  as  if  residents  of  this 
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state.^  The  coart  of  appeals  held^  in  an  action  against  the 
company,  that  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in  this 
state  is  to  be  regarded  as  non-resident ;  and  that  it  is  to  be 
assessed  and  taxed  upon  all  moneys  in  any  manner  invested 
in  this  state,  the  same  as  if  it  was  a  resident  corporation ;  and 
that  the  securities  deposited  with  the  comptroller  are  personal 
property,  liable  to  taxation.  The  company  now  resists  pay- 
ment of  tax  upon  the  amount  for  the  past  year,  on  the 
gromid  that  they  are  not  doing  business  in  this  state,  thenr 
agent  testifying  that  the  business  of  the  company  was  now 
confined  to  collecting  premiums  and  paying  losses  on  old 
policies,  and  that  they  issued  no  new  pohcies.  This,  it  was 
contended,  was  not  ^'  doing  business,"  within  the  m 
the  statute. 

Abraham  R.  Lawbence,  Jr.,  and 
A.  J.  Smtth,  far  petitioner. 

F^tL  ThaX  portion  of  the  deposit  whieh  the  defendants  hare  made  with  the  enjir 
intendent  of  the  ineoranee  department,  which  oontiste  of  bonds  and  mortgages,  is 
liable  to  taxation,  as  the  capital  of  the  defendants  and  as  a  sum  invested  in  their 
business.  {The  IfUslmatumal  Lift  In*,  Cb.  agt  Com.  2h«et,  St^rtmt  (Vitrr,  S8  Barb 
aiS;  Briiifk  Omm.  J^  In»,  Co,  agt  Ckmu  SRaet,  Cimrt  <if  Afpeai$i  28  Aw.  Pr.B,p 
41;  Lawiofl85&,p,ii,elL27;  jCa«iv(/1853,  $  15,(A.  4€3w) 

£feo9nd.  It  is  admitted  that  the  principal  place  of  bnsiness  and  oflloe  of  the  defend- 
BBts  k  sitoated  in  the  first  ward  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  consequently  the 
aatfaority  to  tax  the  defendants  in  this  city  cannot  be  dispnted.  {Lawrmti't  Tax 
£m«, p.7ilB,8. 909, 5^ toL;  set eatu eital  wpm, onct 31  iV.  F.  ji. 33;  Eblbrooift 
m/UUmt) 

TMri.  It  is  not  eompeteat  for  the  detedants  in  this  proceeding  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  tax,  inasmuch  as  their  remedy  was  by  a  eerHorari^  under  the  act  of 
18S9,  to  review  the  assessment  made  by  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and  assessments. 
{fiamnmo8*i  Tag  Lam$,  p.  91,  $  90 ;  Law  ^  1850,  p.  07&)i 

IhwrtJL  The  pretence  that  the  defendants  are  not  doing  business  in  this  state  is  not 
justifled  by  the  papers  which  are  before  the  court.  The  defendants,  according  to- 
their  own  showing,  are  engaged  in  receiving  premiums  on  policies  heretofore  issued, 
sad  in  paying  such  losses  as  they  may  sustain. 

The  foct  that  they  do  not  issue  any  new  polices,  or,  in  other  words,  do  not  ineretut 
their  business,  does  not  aid  them.  The  iwceiving  of  premiums  is  the  transaction 
of  business. 

F{fOL  As  to  the  proceeding  to  compel  the  payment  of  the  tax,  see  Lawtnct^s  Tax 
X««v,  p.  eo.) 

Sixtk.  The  word  person,  when  used  in  tax  statutes,  includes  a  corporaition.  ( Uni- 
kijStatm  agt ulmecfy,  11  TF%sat303;  Peopk  agt  Utica  InM,  CV.15  JbAa.358;  Stati 
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of  /ndtaiMi  agt  IForaiii,  6  ^ttf,  33  {  Angdl  d  Ames  oh  CforporationSt  pp,  47j^  473» 
«  441.) 

J.  W.  Gerabd^  Jb.;  fbr  respondent. 

Basbett,  J.  The  objections  to  the  petition^  and  all  other 
technical  objections,  are  sufficiently  answered  by  the  refer- 
ence to  Judge  Bradt's  opinion  m  the  matter  of  KeUt^s  Appli- 
cation  (10  Ahb.  JPt.  R  209). 

1.  The  proceedings  have  been  conducted  in  strict  con- 
fonnity  to  the  views  there  expressed. 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  point  that  the  receiver  is  autho- 
rized by  the  act  of  1867  {Session  Latcs^  p.  752,  ^  11)  to  pro- 
ceed by  suit.  That  provision  is  specially  applicable  to  indi- 
viduals as  well  as  corporations,  and  is  plainly  cumulative. 

3.  It  is  too  late  for  the  defendants  to  object  to  the  legality 
of  the  tax ;  nor  can  that  question  be  considered  here.  The 
remedy  was  by  certiorari  to  review  the  assessment  made  by  the 
commissioners.  It  must  be  assumed,  therefore,  that  the  tax 
was  justly  imposed,  and  that  the  defendants  were  possessed 
at  the  time  of  the  amount  of  personal  property  referred  to  in 
the  petition.  But,  were  the  question  open  to  review,  the 
following  authorities  and  statutes  would  seem  to  be  decisive 
against  the  position  taken  by  the  defendants :  British  Com. 
Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Com.  TaxeSj  28  How.  Pr.  R.  41 ;  Internet 
iioml  Life  Ins.  Co.  agt.  Com.  Taxes^  28  Barb.  318;  Laws  of 
1853,  ch.  463,  %  15;  Zatr«  </ 1855,  ch.  37.  The  case  of  the 
People  agt.  The  New  England  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  (26  N.  Y. 
303)  had  reference  only  to  corporations  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  other  states  of  tiie  Union,  and  not  to  those  of 
other  countries. 

4.  The  bonds  and  mortgages  on  deposit  with  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  insurance  department  are  assets  of  the  com- 
pany. They  are  choses  in  action,  upon  which  levy  cannot 
be  made  accordisg  to  law,  and  are  applicable  to  the  payment 
of  the  tax. 

5.  The  company  is  still  transacting  business  in  this  city, 
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and  the  bonds  Imd  mortgages  so  on  deposit  are  a  substitute 
for  the  capital  of  our  own  corporations.  They  constitute  the 
security  which  our  kws  oompel  the  defendants  to  afford  to 
their  creditors  here.  The  fact  that  no  new  policies  are 
issued  does  not  involve  a  cessation  or  liquidation  Of  the 
business. 

The  business  of  acoej^g  yearly  premiums  upon  outstand- 
ing policies^  and  of  paying  the  losses  which  may  accrue 
thoeon,  still  continues.  The  utmost  that  can  be  claimed  is 
that  the  busmess  has  been  contracted^  and  that  its  area  is 
being  further  limited  by  the  company^  so  that  it  is  in  a 
Mr  way,  in  case  such  policy  be  adhered  to,  of  gradual  extinc- 
tion. 

6.  The  only  difficulty,  in  my  mind,  is  in  reference  to  the 
enforcement  of  the  tax  by  the  present  proceedings.  But  a 
careful  examination  of  the  various  statutes  referred  to  has 
convinced  me  that  the  order  for  payment  should  be  granted 
without  considering,  upon  this  application,  the  question  as 
to  whether  it  will  be  pradically  effectual  That  is  a  matter 
which  the  applicant  has  doubtiess  considered,  and  upon 
which,  as  it  may  foAi  the  subject  of  another  application,  I 
express  no  opinion.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  the  legislature 
intended  to  authorise  the  collection  of  the  tax  by  the  scune 
summary  proceedings  as  those  applicable  to  individuals.  By 
the  laws  of  1862  {ch.  152,  p.  dl9),  sections  18,  19,  20  and 
21  of  the  act  of  1843  {ch.  230,  p.  314)  were  repealed.  These 
sections  provided  for  the  sequeistration  of  the  property  of 
corporations,  in  case  of  the  inability  of  the  receiver  of  taxes 
to  collect  the  tax  imposed.  By  the  repeal  of  these  sections, 
corporations  are  left  in  the  same  category  as  individuals,  and 
the  provisions  of  section  15,  to  the  effect  that  the  receiver, 
in  case  of  the  non-payment  upon  demand  of  the  taxes 
assessed  upon  incorporated  companies  in  the  city,  shall  pro- 
ceed ih  the  collection  and  payment  thereof  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  other  cases,  clearly,  and  without  the  previous 
ambiguity  consequent  upon  the  seeming  conflict  with  other 
YoL.  XXXY.  9 
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sections^  subjects  these  companies  to  the  same  proceedings 
as  those  provided  for  individuals.  By  permitting  sections 
16,  17,  18,  19  and  20  of  title  3,  chapter  13,  part  1  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  to  remain  unrepealed,  the  legislature  unmis- 
takably indicates  its  intention  of  confining  the  change  of 
remedy  to  corporations  in  this  city ;  for  these  latter  sections 
are  very  similar  to  those  contained  in  the  act  relative  to  the 
collection  of  taxes  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  they  still 
continue,  so  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  discover,  unrepealed, 
and  applicable  to  the  collection  of  taxes  from  corporations 
located  elsewhere  in  the  state. 

An  order  must  therefore  be  made  requiring  the  payment 
of  the  tax. 


•  •  • 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Jacob  Bbetz  agt  Thb  Mayor,  &c.,  of  the  CSty  of  New 

York. 

# 

The  act  entitled  *'  An  aet  to  enable  tbe  board  of  ffttperriaon  of  the  county  of  New 
York  to  raiae  money  by  tax  for  the  ose  of  the  oorporation  of  the  oity  of  New  York, 
and  in  relation  to  the  ezpenditore  thereof;  and  to  proride  for  the  aaditing  and 
payment  of  unsettled  claimi  against  said  oxtyi  in  relation  to  aetions  at  law  against 
said  oorporation,"  passed  April  23, 1867,  is  a  public  t todtte,  and  need  not  be  pUaded 
to  give  the  court  joiisdietion  to  notice  it 

General  Termj  Magj  1868. 

This  is  an  appeal  taken  from  an  order  made  at  special 
term  by  one  of  the  justices  of  this  court,  giving  judgment  for 
plaintiff  overruling  demurrer  of  the  defendants  to  plaintiff's 
complaint,  with  leave  to  answer  on  the  usual  terms. 

Tbe  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  sus- 
tained by  him  on  the  2d  day  of  December,  1867,  setting  out 
in  his  complaint  that  defendants  negligently  left,  on  the 
Eighth  avenue,  openings  in  the  street  and  obstructions,  with- 
out signals  or  lights  indicating  danger,  whereby  the  plaintifl 
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in  the  night  time  was  thrown  from  his  vehicle  and  injured. 
To  this  complaint  the  defendants  demurred,  assigning  as  the 
only  ground  that  this  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  action. 
The  defendants  cite  section  6  of  chapter  586  of  the  laws  of 
1867,  which  ]&•••*•••• 
and  hereafter  all  actions  against  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
comonalty  of  the  said  city  shall  be  brought  in  the  supreme 
court  of  the  first  judicial  district,  which  court  shall  have 
exclusive  cognizance  of  such  actions. 
The  opinion  given  at  special  term  adversely  is  as  follows: 
MoNELL,  J.     The  act  referred  to  is  not  pleaded,  but  I  am 
asked  to  take  judicial  cognizance  of  it  as  a  public  statute. 
The  immediate  question  before  me,  therefore,  is  whether 
such  statute  is  a  public  or  a  private  or  local  law.    No  objec- 
tion is  urged  to  the  complaint,  other  than  that  the  act  re- 
ferred to  has  deprived  this  court  of  jurisdiction  of  any  action 
against  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York.    The  ques- 
tion of  the  validity  of  the  act,  as  conflicting  with  section  six- 
teen of  article  three  of  the  constitution  of  the  state,  that  '^  no 
private  or  local  bill,  which  may  be  passed  by  the  legislature, 
shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  and  that  shall  be  ex- 
pressed in  its  titie,"  is  not  properly  before  me  at  this  time ; 
and  I  have  therefore  confined  my  examination  to  the  only 
question  which  is  before  me.     General  or  public  acts  are 
such  as  relate  to  or  concern  the  interests  of  the  public  at 
large,  and  private  acts  are  such  as  relate  to  private  indi- 
viduals, or  which  concern  a  particular  ^ocie^  of  some  general 
genus  or  thing.    Such  are  the  definitions  given  in  SmitVs 
Commentaries  ^n  Statutes  (sec.  795),  and  in  DwarHs  on  Stat- 
utes {vol.  2,  p.  464).     In  his  enumeration  of  public  acts,  they 
specify  those  concerning  the  King,  Queen,  or  Prince,  or  in 
the  American  states,  the  government  and  its  co-ordinate  de- 
partments;  those  concerning  the  whole  spirituality;   acts 
concerning  trade  in  general,  or  which  relate  to  all  subjects 
of  the  realm ;  acts  which  concern  all  persons,  though  of  a 
special  nature,  such  as  acts  concerning  assizes,  or  woods,  or 
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foreai»,  chases,  fisheries  and  priraie  acts,  whea  reeognised  hj 
a  public  act*  And  in  the  eDumevatiott  of  private  acts,  are 
such  as  relate  ta  a  particular  place,  or  to  diven  particular 
towns,  or  to  one  or  dirers  particular  counties,  Ac^  Other 
acts  which  in  their  objects  and  operation  are  merely  local  or 
limited,  are  nerertheless  treated  as  puMic  acts^  either  bj  rk^ 
tue  of  a  qpecial  clause  declaring  them  to  be  so,  or  because^i 
although  limited  to  a  particular  section  or  loeality,  yet  they 
affect  the  pul^  at  large  when  acting  within  that  section  or 
locality,  in  reference  to  matteiB  withiB  the  purriew  of  the 
act,  {HoUafuTs  eaae^  4  C&.  76  «.)  ^The  distinction,*^  saya 
JBlacksicme  (1  Black.  C^m*  86)^  ^between  puUie  and  private 
statutes  is  this ;  A  general  or  public  aet  is  a  universal  rule 
that  regards  the  whole  eomsiuniky,  but  a  special  or  pfirate 
act  is  rather  the  exception  than  the  role*''  There  are  stat- 
utes which  are  local  in  one  sense,  which  are  nevertheless  public 
statutes;  for  it  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  a  statute  a  public 
act  that  it  ebould  be  equally  applicable  to  all  parts  of  the 
state.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  extends  to  all  persons  doing  or 
omitting  to  do  an  act  within  the  territorial  limits  described 
in  the  statute.  In  'Pierce  agt.  Kimball  (9  Oreenkafy  M),  an 
act  which  provided  for  the  survey  of  timber  in  the  county  of 
Penobscot,  and  prohibited  sales  unless  thus  surveyed  and 
marked;  was  held  to  be  a  public  act,  as  it  operated  upoA  all 
persons.  So  an  act  for  the  preservation  of  fish  in  a  particu- 
lar river  was  pronoimced  a  public  act,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
obligatory  upon  all  citizens.  {Bumham  agt.  Webster^  & 
Mass.  R,  256.)  A  slimlar  decision  was  made  in  Jenkins  agt. 
Union  Turnpike  Co.  (1  Caines  Ca.  86),  where  the  act  incor- 
porating the  company  contained  a  clause  vesting  the  road^ 
on  a  certain  event,  in  the  people^  and  for  that  reason  it  was 
held  to  be  a  public  act.  And  in  Bimk  of  Uhcm  agt.  Smeedst 
(3  Cotven  R.  6S4),  the  chancellor  intimated  that  the  act- 
authorizing  the  bank  to  establish  a  branch  office  was  a  p«b« 
lie  act;  because  the  act  incorporating  the  bank  declared  it  ta 
be  a  public  law^     The  point,  however^  was  not  decided* 
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Agaw,  ihe  act  a^tborviag  the  railroadeof  tbe  «tato  to  subscribe 
is  tine  capital  atod^  of  another  designated  railioad  was  pro- 
nottfioed  to  lie  a  general  law^  as  it  applied  to  all  railroad  corpo* 
rations.  ( White  agt  Sytr^Kuse  and  USm  BaUroad  Co.  14  BarK 
JR.  659.)  But  a«  act  ctf  Ckwgrees  relative  to  insolvent  debtors 
^th»  tjie  District  of  OolqanSbia  was  held  to  be  only  a  pri- 
vate statute,  of  w1ii(ji  the  state  <coiirtfi  were  not  bound  to 
take  notice  {Wright  agt  Fdm,  10  JdhifL  R  300).  Indeed 
all  tiie  Ideal  stattrtee  vrhich  have,  as  far  as  mv  observation 
lias  gonOi  been  declared  to  be  public  statutes,  were  either 
penal  statutes  afieeting  all  <^itisens  who  might  offend,  or  stat- 
utes df  a  remedial  chai*aoter,  where  all  persons  might  come 
within  their  purview  {Fierce  agt.  SimbaUj  ubi  sup. ;  Hendia 
dgt  Ayres^  12  Fich  JR.  344).  In  the  case  of  The  Sun  Mutual 
Jnsura$9ce  Co,  agt  The  Magor^  ^,  cf  New  York  (8  N.  Y. 
12,  4  Selden^  ^41),  the  validity  <€  aa  act  dmilar  to  the  one  I 
^m  eonsidering,  passed  in  1850,  was  considered;  and  although 
it  was  not  declared  in  that  case  that  the  act  ^f  ISiO  was  a 
private  law^  yet  su<A  result  necessarily  lblh»wed  from  the 
^ecisitiin^  which  was  that  the  act  did  not  conflict  with  the 
constitutional  ptovision  to  which  I  have  already  referred.  If 
the  eouit  had  Renounced  the  act  a  public  statute^  the  point 
decided  could  not  have  arisen*  The  case  may  therefore  be 
regarded  as  an  authority.  En  two  cases  also  recentJy  decided 
—-one  in  this  cpurt,  SmiA  agt.  The  Mufor^  d^c^  the  other  iu 
the  supreme  eourt  oi  this  cSstrict,  Pvimam  agt.  The  Mayor, 
^ciy  the  same  view  has  been  taken^  The  title  of  the  act  under 
consideration^  as  wdl  lus  the  subjects  embraced  in  it,  are  of 
«  purdly  local  nature.  It  is  an  act  to  enable  the  local  author- 
ities to  raise  money  by  tax  for  the  use  of  t^e  corporation  of 
the  city.  It  empowers  the  board  of  supervisors  of  the  countj'- 
to  cause  to  be  levied  and  raised  by. tax,  upon  the  taxable 
property  of  4^  oounty,  for  the  use  of  the  mayor,  aldermen 
and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  !Now  Yoilc,  an  amount  equal 
to  the  several  sums  thereinafter  stated.  Then  follows  the 
several  smns  needed  for  the  support  of  the  city  government. 
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The  act  is  nat  penal.  It  relates  exclusively  to  the  raising  of 
money  by  tax  levied  upon  property  belonging  to  the  inhabi- 
tants of  New  York,  or  such  as  own  property  therein ;  which 
money  is  appropriated  to  the  support  of  the  city  government. 
Its  operations  are  confined  to  this  county,  and  it  has  no  effect 
even  of  the  remotest  character  in  any  other  part  of  the  state, 
or  upon  the  people  of  any  other  place*  It  is  an  enabling 
act,  necessary  for  the  administratioD  of  local  government, 
and  relates  to  and  affects  the  interests  of  this  county  exclu- 
sively, and  in  which  no  other  part  of  the  state  can  have  any 
concern.  Nor  can  it  be  questioned  by  any  others  than  those 
who  are  thus  immediately  affected  by  it.  By  iits  title,  there- 
fore, as  well  as  in  all  its  provisions,  in  the  effect  to  be  given 
to  them,  and  in  the  interests  it  involves,  it  is  within  the  defi- 
Ditions  I  have  given,  as  local  and  private  a  law  as  any  that 
eould  be  enacted.  If  I  am  correct  that  this  act,  commonly 
called  "  the  tax  levy."  is  a  local  statute,  then  it  should  have 
been  pleaded,  and  I  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of  it.  My 
decision  goes  no  further,  as  I  have  not  deemed  it  either  neces- 
sary or  proper  to  look  into  the  act  to  see  whether  it  is  or  is 
not  exposed  to  the  constitutional  objection  urged  upon  the 
argument.  That  question  can  be  determined  when  the  act 
is  formally  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  upon  the  de- 
murrer with  costs,  with  Idave  to  the  defendants  to  with- 
draw the  demurrer  and  answer  the  complaint  on  payment 
of  costs. 

• 

A.  H.  Reavt,  fir  plaintiffi 
Richard  O'Gorman,  for  defendants. 

Bij  (he  eottrt,  Garvin,  J.  This  case  comes  before  us  on 
appeal  from  an  order  made  at  special  term,  ovemiling  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  and  ordering  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  The  defendants  insist  that  this  court  has  no  juris- 
diction of  the  action,  claiming  that  section  6  of  lavro  of  1867 
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{ch.  586);  in  all  actions  against  the  mayor^  aldermen^  &c.,  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  confers  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon 
the  supreme  court;  and  thus  precludes  this  court  from  enter- 
taiaing  the  case.  The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  statute  is 
private  and  local;  and  not  being  set  out  or  referred  to  in  the 
pleadings;  the  court  will  not  regard  it. 

As  to  private  and  local  enactments,  this  is  the  rule.  There- 
fore; whether  the  sixth  section  is  a  public  or  private  and 
local  statute,  is  the*  question;  not  whether  the  act  is  private 
or  local  in  its  principal  provisions.  An  act  of  the  legislature 
may  be  local  and  private  in  many  of  its  provisions;  and  yet 
contain  an  enactment  which  is  neither  local  nor  private. 
{Wiaianis  agt  The  Peopk,  24  N.  Y.  406.)  If  a  public  stat- 
ute, the  courts  are  bound  to  notice  it.  If  this  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  action,  the  demurrer  must  be  sustained  so 
far  as  this  particular  question  has  any  influence  upon  its 
action.  But  if  for  any  cause  the  act  itself,  or  this  enactment, 
is  unconstitutional,  then  the  decision  made  by  the  court  at 
special  term  is  right.  If  the  section  is  unconstitutional,  it  is 
void;  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  remains  the  same, 
unaffected  by  the  enactment. 

The  clause  of  the  section  in  question  provides  that  here- 
after all  actions  against  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  common- 
alty of  the  city  of  New  York  shall  be  brought  in  the  supreme 
court,  which  court  shall  have  exclusive  cognizance  of  such 
actions.  The  supreme  court  had  jurisdiction  of  such  actions 
before  1867,  but  by  this  provision  that  jurisdiction  is  now 
exclusive.  It  is  enacted  not  only  that  all  actions  against  the 
corporation  shall  be  brought  in,  but  that  court  shall  have 
exclusive  jurisdiction  thereof.  The  legislature  intended  to 
effect  two  purposes :  (1.)  to  confer  exclusive  jurisdiction  upon 
the  supreme  court ;  and  (2.)  to  absolutely  take  from  every 
other  court  in  the  state,  in  the  first  instance,  the  power  to 
entertain  any  action  wherein  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
New  York  are  defendants.  It  is  essentially  public  in  its  ob- 
ject and  purposes.    We  are  not  without  authority  upon  the 
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questioD.  It  has  been  held  in  PecipJe  agt.  McCann  (16  N.  T- 
JR.  61);  that  an  act  local  in  its  general  provisions^  may  con- 
tain a  section  which  is  public  in  its  character;  as  contradis- 
tinguished from  one  private  or  local.  That  section  contained 
provisions  in  relation  to  the  courts  of  oyer  and  terminer  of 
the  state  generally.    It  was  held  to  be  a  public  statute. 

This  principle  is  approved  by  Dvnio,  Judge,  in  WiUicms 
agt.  The  Peq^ie  (34  K  Y.  S.  407).    Can  it  be  said  an  enact- 
ment referring  to  one  class  of  criminal  cases  is  public  and 
another  in  regard  to  a  class  of  civil  cases  is  private,  when 
each  prescribes  a  rule  by  which  parties  and  courts  are  to  be 
governed;  neither  imposing  either  penalty  or  forfeiture  T    X 
think  not.    A  further  examination  of  the  ease  may  be  use- 
ful, putting  the  case  in  a  still  stronger  light.    All  courts  are 
bound  to  look  to  and  take  notice  of  provisions  touching  their 
powers  and  jurisdiction;  whether  found  in  the  con^tution  or 
statutes  of  the  state.     This  coiu^  derived  its  powers  origi- 
nally firom  the  statutes  enacted  by  the  legislature.    Its  con- 
tinuance; with  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  then  possessed 
from  the  constitution,  of  1846,  ^^  until  otha*wise  directed  by 
the  legislature.''    There  can  be  no  doubt  of  thei  power  of  the 
legislature  to  add  to  or  take  from  the  power  aud  jurisdiction 
of  the  court.    The  addition  of  the  last  cLiuse  of  section  6,  by 
way  of  amendment  to  the  act  organizing  the  court,  would 
deprive  the  court  of  jurisdiction  of  all  actions  agaiust  the  city,  - 
just  as  clearly  as  if  it  bad  beei^  in  th^  original  statute.   Must 
not  the  court  take  judicial  notice  of  the  act  bringing  it  into 
existence;  defining  its  powers,  and  all  provisions  enlarging  or 
restricting  its  jurisdiction  t    The  court  of  errors^  in  Morris 
agt.  The  People  (3  Denio  JR.  399),  in  regard  to  the  act  declar- 
ing the  arrears  of  the  salary  of  a  judge  of  the  court  of  general 
sessions  a  county  charge;  and  directing  the  board  of  super- 
visors to  audit  and  allow  it,  held  it  was  not  an  appropriation 
of  money  for  ^'  local  or  private"  purposes,  and  there  was  no 
force  in  the  objection  that  it  was  a  bill  appropriating  the 
public  moneys  for  ^^  local  or  private  purposes,"  and  did  not 
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require  a  two-thirds  vote  to  paw  it  (^  9,  art.  7,  Const.  1821). 
The  same  principle  was  reiterated  in  Conner  agt.  Tlie  Mayor 
(5  N.  T.  R.  285),  changing  the  mode  of  compensating  the 
county  clerk  of  New  York  (among  other  officials),  by  the 
payment  of  a  salary  in  lieii  of  fees.  ^'Acts  concerning  all 
persons  generally,  are  deemed  public  as  distinguished  from 
private  acts,  though  it  be  in  regard  to  a  special  or  particular 
thing,  such  as  a  statute  concerning  the  circuit  court,  oyer 
and  terminer,  woods  in  forest  '^  (Bacon^s  Ah.  Title  Stat.  F). 

The  same  rule  is  laid  down  in  Williams  agt.  The  People^ 
Denio,  Judge,  says :  An  enactment  which  ^/  prescribes  the 
rule  of  counduct  for  all  persons,  whether  residents  in  the 
city  or  any  other  portion  of  the  State, '^  is  a  public  and  not  a 
private  statute,  because  incorporated  in  the  same  act  con- 
taining local  provisions.  There  certainly  can  be  no  doubt 
about  its  constitutionality,  if  it  is  a  public  statute.  The  ap- 
plication of  these  principles  to  the  case  under  consideration 
is  obvious. 

The  order  below  should  be  vacated,  and  judgment  ordered 
for  the  defendants  upon  the  demurrer,  without  costs. 

MoKELL,  J.  Since  the  demurrer  in  this  case  was  decided 
by  me  at  special  term,  my  attention  has  been  drawn  to  the 
case  of  The  People  agt.  McCann  (16  N.  T.  R.  58),  which,  as 
a  decision  of  the  court  of  last  resort  in  this  state,  is  control- 
ling upon  the  only  point  noticed  by  me.  That  case,  although 
cited  by  the  defendants'  counsel,  w^s  not  specially  called  to 
my  attention  on  the  argument  of  the  demurrer  at  special 
term.  A  re-examination  of  the  case  upon  the  appeal  from 
my  decision,  has  led  to  a  careful  perusal  of  the  case  of  The 
People  agt.  Mc  Canny  and  as  it  seems  to  me  to  very  clearly 
hold  that  a  provision  of  a  public  nature  inserted  in  a  local 
act  does  not  render  the  latter  unconstitutional  and  void,  I 
am,  of  course,  bound  to  follow  and  adopt  the  law  of  that 
case. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  the  provisions  contained  in  section  6 


138  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS, 

BraU  agt  Tbe  Mayor,  &o. 

of  chapter  586  of  the  laws  of  1667,  standiog  by  themselves^ 
are  of  a  public  nature.  They  relate  to  actions  against  the 
corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  confine  jurisdiction 
over  such  actions  to  the  supreme  court.  There  is,  however, 
no  restriction  upon  the  right  to  sue  by  any  person  having  a 
cause  of  action,  and  therefore  every  person  is,  or  may  be, 
brought  within  the  purview  of  the  statute,  though  he  may 
not  select  the  forum  or  tribunal  where  he  will  bring  his 
action.  These  provisions  are  not  unlike  those  which,  in 
The  People  agt  McCann  were  held  to  be  of  a  public  nature. 
As  the  decision  at  special  term  was  placed  solely  on  the 
ground  that  the  act  referred  to  was  a  private  and  not  a  pub- 
lic statute,  of  which  the  court  would  not  take  judicial  notice, 
and  as  that  objection  is  now  removed  by  the  authority  of  the 
case  I  have  cited,  it  leaves  any  other  objections  to  the  statute 
open  for  examination.  I  fully  concur  in  the  view  expressed 
by  my  associate,  Mr.  Justice  Garvin,  that  the  superior  court, 
deriving  its  jurisdiction  and  powera  wholly  from  the  legisla- 
ture, may  be  deprived  of  such  jurisdiction  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  legislature;  and  that  therefore  it  was  competent  for 
the  legidature,  by  conferring  jurisdiction  over  actions 
against  the  corporation  of  the  city  of  New  York  to 
the  supreme  court,  to  confer  all  jurisdiction  oyer  such 
actions.  I  somewhat  more  at  large  expressed  my  views 
on  this  subject  in  the  recent  case  of  Bumham  agt. 
Acton.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  statute  of  1867 
is  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  constitution, 
that  '^all  corporations  shall  have  the  right  to  sue  and. shall  be 
subject  to  be  sued  in  aU  courts  in  like  cases  as  natural  per- 
sons" {Const  art.  8,  ^  3);  but  I  think,  without  considering 
the  doubt  whether  municipal  corporations  are  included  in 
the  constitutional  provision,  that  it  is  very  clear  that  it  was 
only  intended  to  subject  corporations  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
such  courts  as  had  jurisdiction  at  the  time  the  corporation 
was  sued,  and  not  to  deprive  the  legislature  of  the  power  of 
diminishing  or  wholly  destroying  the  powers  of  any  court 
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not  created  or  protected  by  the  constitution.  Such  power 
of  tlie  legislature  cannot  be  taken  from  it  by  implication 
merely.  But  corporations  are  subject  to  be  sued  in  all  courts 
in  like  manner  as  natural  persons;  and  jurisdiction  over  such 
persons  has  frequently  been  enlarged  or  diminished  by  the 
legislature. 

The  general  power  of  the  legislature  over  courts  of  local 
or  inferior  jurisdiction  was  considered  in  ex  parte  McCaUvm 
(1  ComsL  5'55y  667),  and  the  power  of  the  legislature  was 
there  recognized  and  sustained. 

I  concur  in  reversing  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer. 


•  »< 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 
^   Everett  P.  Wheeler  agt.  Peter  Gilsey  and  another, 

A  person  ciiniiot  have  an  eatemefit  over  his  own  land. 

Where  a  person  owning  a  large  plot  of  ground  in  the  citj  of  New  York,  makes  a 
tray  over  it  from  hia  dwelling  to  commnuicate  with  the  open  thoroughfares  of  the 
city,  and  uses  such  way  over  his  own  groand  for  a  period  of  thirty  years,  and  the 
plot  is  afterwards  sabdivided  into  and  sold  as  city  lots,  a  porchaser  of  a  lot  at 
sach  sale  with  the  dwelling  thereon^  cannot  claim  hy  preicripiion  a  right  of  passage 
orer  the  lots,  part  of  snch  plot,  purchased  by  others  at  such  sale,  on  acooant  of 
the  original  owner's  ose  of  the  road  in  qnestlon. 

A  purehaser  at  snch  sale  of  an  inner  lot,  with  the  dwelling  thereon,  may  claim  a 
right  of  way  by  necettity  over  the  lots  which  lie  between  him  and  the  opeik  streets 
of  the  city,  and  for  snch  purpose  may  pass  over  the  road  osed  by  the  owner  of 
the  plot  before  the  same  was  divided  into  city  lots. 

The  neceuUy  oat  of  which  a  right  of  way  arises  is  strict,  and  shonld  continne  only 
as  long  as  the  necessity  eziats. 

Where  an  eattment  is  annexed  to  a  private  estate,  the  dne  enjoyment  will  be  pro* 
tected  by  injunction. 

Section  7  of  article  1  of  the  constitQtion  of  the  state  of  New  York  of  1846,  does  not 
apply  to  the  case  where  a  right  of  way  arises  by  necessity. 

Where  a  person  is  restrained  by  an  order  of  injunction  from  performing  an  act  on 
hU  own  6sim2,  and  stands  by  and  saiTeni  another  to  perform  the  act  which  he  could 
prevent,  he  is  guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  injunction. 

Special  Term,  November ^  1867, 

On  the  first  of  May,  1864;  Edward  Belknap  was  seized 
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and  po88e88ed  of  a  parcel  of  laad,  with  a  dwelliag  house 
thereon,  situate  in  the  city  of  New  York;  bounded  on  the 
north  by  the  centre  line  of  Eighty-fourth  street,  on  the  east 
by  the  East  river^  on  the  south  by  tiiie  land  of  George  Jones« 
and  on  the  west  by  the  center  line  of  Avenue  B.  The  dwel- 
ling house,  which  was  occupied  by  Belknap  as  a  residence, 
was  situated  near  the  southerly  part  of  the  land.  There  was 
leading  from  the  dwelling  house  of  Belknap  a  road  or  way, 
running  northerly  to  the  intersection  of  Avenue  B  and 
Eighty-fourth  street.  The  road,  through  its  entire  length, 
passed  over  the  lands  of  Belknap.  It  was  a  private  way 
used  by  Belknap,  as  a  means  of  access  to  his  dwelling  to  and 
from  the  public  streets.  Neither  Avenue  B  nor  Eighty- 
third  street  are  open  to  the  public.  Eighty-fourth  street  is 
open  to  a  point  near  its  intersection  with  Avenue  B,  where 
the  road  in  question  leading  from  Belknap's  house  commu- 
nicates with  it.  Belknap,  the  owner  of  the  land  over  which 
the  road  passed,  had  used  this  way  as  a  means  of  egress  from 
and  access  to  his  said  dwelling  house.  The  road  in  question 
had  been  used  for  such  purpose  for  a  period  of  about  thirty 
years,  and  was  the  only  means  of  communication  between 
Eighty-fourth  street  and  the  dwelling  house. 

In  May,  1854,  Belknap  executed  a  mortgage  covering  this 
entire  parcel  of  ground ;  and  in  April,  1864,  the  plot  of 
ground  was  subdivided  into  city  lots  and  sold  at  public  auc- 
tion by  the  sheriff  of  the  city  of  New  York,  in  pursuance  of 
a  judgment  made  in  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  said 
mortgage.  At  such  sale  made  by  the  sheriff,  William  Neil-^ 
son  purchased  five  of  said  lots  lying  on  the  south  side  of 
Eighty-third  street,  which  street,  running  through  the  plot 
of  ground,  is  not  yet  opened.  The  dwelling  house  in  question 
formerly  occupied  by  Belknap,  went  with  such  purchase. 
Neilson  afterwards  purchased  several  of  said  city  lots  on  the 
north  side  of  Eighty-third  street,  in  front  of  said  dwelling 
house,  and  over  which  the  road  in  question  passes.  The 
4e£pndant  Gilsey  became  and  is  the  owner  of  four  of  said 
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eity  lot%  part  and  parcel  of  the  property  of  Belknap,  situate 
on  the  Boutherlj  line  of  Eighty-fourth  street  and  directly 
north  of  the  lots  last  above  described  as  purchased  by  Neilson. 
The  road  in  question  so  used  by  Belknap  for  tiie  purpose 
aforesaid  passes  OTer  one  of  said  lots  purchased  and  owned 
by  defendant  Gilsey.  Neilson,  after  the  acquisition  by  him 
of  the  title  to  the  lots  and  the  dwelling  house  above  men- 
tionedy  part  of  the  land  of  Belknap,  used  the  road  above 
described  as  a  means  of  getting  from  the  dwelling  house  to 
Eighty-fourth  street,  and  which  was  the  only  road  in  use  for 
reaching  the  open  streets  from  said  dwelling. 

This  road  was  so  used  at  the  time  Gilsey  purchased  the 
lots  on  the  south  side  of  Eighty-fourth  street,  over  one  of 
which  lots  the  road  passes.  - 

On  the  20th  day  of  May,  1867,  Neilson  granted  and  con- 
veyed to  the  plaintiff  the  four  lots  of  ground  on  the  south 
side  of  Eighty-third  street^  wiiSi  the  dwelling  house  afore^ 
said  with  the  appurtenances*  The  conveyance  to  the  plains 
tiff  contained,  among  other  things,  a  grant  to  the  plaintiff  of 
^iohaiever  right  of  ufojf  the  party  qf  the  first  part  (Neikon) 
may  have  to  Eightf-fourth  street  froth  mid  diceOing  houseJ'* 
In  the  conveyance  to  Neilson  by  the  sheriff,  there  was  no 
grant  to  him  in  terms  of  a  right  o(  way  over  the  lands  of 
Belknap,  lying  north  of  ffae  lots  purchased  by  Neilson,  but 
he  continued  to  use  the  road  above  described  after  his  grant 
to  plaintiff)  as  he  had  brfors^  up  to  the  month  of  September, 
1867,  when  be  delivered  up  the  poweSsion  of  the  dwelling 
to  plaintiff,  who  has  rince  been  in  the  actual  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  dwelling  as  a  residence. 

Plaintiff,  after  going  into  the  dwelling,  commenced  to  use 
said  way  as  it  had  been  theretofore  used  by  Belknap  and 
Neilson,  as  a  means  of  getting  to  and  from  his  dwelling,  and 
for  this  purpose  passed  over  that  portion  of  the  land  formerly 
owned  by  Belknap,  to  which  defendaoit  Gilsey  had  acquired 
title. 

It  appears  by  the  papers  in  the  case,  that  plaintiff  has  no 
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•way  to  go  to  and  come  from  his  dwelling  with  horses,  carts, 
or  carriages,  so  as  to  communicate  with  or  enter  any  street 
or  highway  open  to  the  public,  except  over  said  road. 

In  the  early  part  of  October,  1867,  preparations  were 
made  by  some  parties  to  build  a  fence  across  the  southerly 
line  of  the  lots  of  the  defendant  Gilsey,  so  as  to  shut  up  said 
road.  Holes  were  dug  in  several  places,  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  fence  posts  therein,  and  of  so  obstructing  the  road 
as  to  render  it  impassable,  and  to  cut  off  all  means  of  travel 
over  it  by  the  plaintifE  .  Plaintiff  remonstrated  against  the 
contemplated  act  of  closing  the  road. 

To  prevent  the  closing  of  this  road  the  plaintiff  commenced 
this  action,  and  in  his  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendants 
are  the  parties  who  are  engaged  in  the  construction  of  the 
fence  and  threaten  to  complete  it,  and  he  asks  that  they  be 
prevented  by  injunction  from  fencing  up  and  obstructing 
said  road.  Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  shutting  up  of  the  road 
would  work  irreparable  injury  to  him  and  to  the  inheritance, 
and  that  his  access  to  and  from  said  duelling  occupied  by 
him  with  horses^  carts  and  carriages  icould  be  entirely  cut  off 
and  destroyed,  and  that  the  same  could  no  longer  be  used  as 
a  dwelling. 

An  injunction  order  was  issued,  according  to  the  prayer 
of  the  complaint,  and  the  same  was  served  on  the  defendant 
Gilsey  on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1867,  and  on  the  defend- 
ant Eilpatrick,  who,  it  is  alleged,  was  engaged  in  the  work 
on  the  fence  on  the  11th  day  of  October,  1867. 

Notwithstanding  the  commencement  of  this  suit  and  the 
service  of  the  injunction  order,  the  fence  has  been  erected 
since  the  service  of  the  complaint  and  injunction  order  on 
defendant  Gilsey. 

The  defendant  Gilsey,  in  his  answer  to  the  complaint, 
among  other  things,  denies  that  the  road  in  question  ever 
existed  otherwise  than  as  the  private  road  or  entrance  of 
Belknap  over  his  own  grounds.  He  avers  that  he  purchased 
the  lots  owned  by  him  from  Mary  Irving,  who,  as  defendant 
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avers,  is  engaged  in  putting  up  the  fence  on  his  land^  in  pur- 
suance of  her  contract  made  with  him  at  the  time  he  pur- 
chased the  property  from  her. 

The  defendant,  in  his  answer,  also  says  that  he  had  no 
intention  or  design  of  so  inclosing  the  lots  owned  by  him,  as 
to  prevent  the  plaintiff's  ingress  or  egress  to  and  from  his 
house  to  Eighty-fourth  street ;  but  that  lie  expressly  offered 
twelve  feet  upon  the  westerly  part  of  his  land  through  and  upon 
which  he  might  pass  from  his  house  to  Eighty-fourth  street. 

The  road  has,  however,  been  closed  by  the  fence,  and  it 
appears  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant 
Gilsey,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  had  informed 
him  that  he  intended  to  and  would  put  a  fence  across  said 
road,  so  as  to  shut  up  the  same. 

Plaintiff  now  moves  that  the  defendants  be  punished  for  a 
contempt  in  violating  the  injunction,  and  asks  for  an  01  tW 
that  the  fence  be  removed.  Defendant  Qilsey  moves,  at  the 
same  time,  that  the  injunction  be  dissolve 

E.  P.  Wheeler  and  John  W.  Edmonds,  for  plaintiff. 
H.  M.  WnrrEHEAD  and  Henby  L.  Clinton,  for  defen^ 
dants. 

Van  Vobst,  J.  A  right  of  private  passage  over  another 
man's  ground  is  an  incorporeal  heriditament.  It  may  arise 
either  by  grant  of  the  owner  of  the  soil,  or  by  prescription 
which  supposes  a  grant,  or  from  necessity.  {Washburti*s 
EasementSyp.  161,  Kenfs  Com.  vol.  3,  p.  420.) 

The  right  in  question  claimed  by  plaintiff  does  not  arise 
either  by  grant  or  prescription. 

The  deed  which  the  sheriff  executed  on  the  public  sale  of 
the  property  of  Belknap  to  Neilson,  the  grantor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, did  not  purport  in  terms  to  make  any  such  grant.  Nor 
was  there  in  the  conveyance  to  the  defendant  Gilsey  from 
his  grantor,  any  easement  or  right  of  way  reserved  in  favor 
of  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lands. 
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The  right  claimecl  by  the  plaintiff  theirefor  does  not  arise  by 
the  express  tenns  of  the  conveyance  to  him^  nor  does  it  arise 
by  prescription.  It  is  true  that  Belknap,  during  all  the  period 
he  owned  the  land,  used  the  road  in  question  as  a  means  of 
egress  from  his  dwelling  to  Eighty-fourth  street,  and  of  access 
to  the  same  from  the  said  street ;  and  the  evidence  also  shows 
that  this  road  has  been  in  use  over  said  land  in  favor  of  the 
owner,  and  had  been  possessed  by  him  for  his  own  conve- 
nience for  a  period  of  some  thirty  years. 

But  no  one  can  be  said  to  have  an  easement  in  his  own 
land«  An  easement  is  something  impalpable,  of  which  a 
seisin  cannot  be  predicated.  ( Washburn  on  EasementSj  eh. 
1,  ^  1,  sub.  13,  p.  10 ;  Wctshbum  an  Beal  Estate^  ^foL  2, 
p.  26.) 

By  the  unity  of  possession  in  Belknap  of  the  entire  land 
over  which  the  road  in  question  pas  led,  no  easement  could 
be  created  by  the  owner's  use  of  the  road,  as  long  as  tiieie 
was  no  severance  or  division  of  the  land. 

If  a  right  of  way  be  from  close  A  to  close  B,  and  both 
closes  be  united  in  the  same  person*  the  right  of  way,  as 
well  as  all  other  subordinate  rights  and  easements,  are  extm- 
guished  by  the  unity  of  possession.  {WhaUey  agt  Thomsonj 
1  Bos.  (&  Putt.  371.) 

A  prescription  even  may  be  lost  by  Unity  of  possession,  of 
as  high  and  perdurable  an  estate  in  the  thing  dauned,  and 
in  the  land  out  of  which  it  i6  claimed,  by  Vuch  presCTiption^ 
because  it  is  an  interruption  of  the  right.  (1  Inst.  114  h/^ 
As  for  example,  when  one  entitled  in  fee  to  a  right  of  way^ 
or  of  common,  becomes  seized  in  fee  of  the  land  itself. 
{Greenleaf  Cruise  on  Real  Property  Tith  Prescripiion^  vol.  3, 
p.  428,  note.) 

But  I  am  of  the  opinion  that,  on  the  ground  of  obviotiB 
necessity,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  right  of  way,  as  well  over 
the  land  of  Neilson,  his  grantor,  as  over  the  land  of  defendant 
Oilsey,  which,  joining  on  Neilson's  land,  ^ces  the  south  line 
of  Eighty-fourth  street. 
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Plaintiff  has  no  means  of  access  to  or  egress  from  his  dwel- 
ling, except  over  the  lands  of  third  parties. 

When  defendant  Gilsey  became  seized  of  his  lots^  the  road 
in  question  was  in  actual  use,  as  a  way  to  and  from  Eighty- 
fourth  street  to  the  dwelling  house  in  question,  over  the  land 
to  which  he  acquired  title.  This  road  was  the  only  means 
of  communication  by  carriage  way  from  the  plaintiff's  dwel- 
ling to  the  public,  open  thoroughfares  of  the  city,  and  had 
been  so  used  for  thirty  years.  It  was  a  well  defined  and 
graveled  way.  This  property  is  useless  to  the  plaintiff  as  a 
dwelling,  uidess  he  has  a  way  in  the  true  sense,  by  means  of 
horses  and  carriages,  to  the  public  streets;  without  such 
means  of  transit,  he  cannot  provide  himself  with  fuel  and 
other  things  necessary  for  living.  He  is  completely  isolated 
and  shut  up. 

This  right  of  way  by  necessity  may  arise  in  favor  of  a  par- 
cel of  land,  when  the  same  is  surrounded  by  what  has  been 
the  grantor's  other  land,  or  partly  by  this  and  partly  by  that 
of  a  stranger.  {New  York  Life  Ins.  and  Trust  Co.  agt.  Mil- 
nevj  1  Barh.  Ch.  H  353,  366 ;  CoUins  agt.  PrenticCy  15  Conn. 
39.) 

It  is  not  confined  simply  to  a  right  over  other  lands 
remaining  in  the  grantor,  but  it  extends  to  a  right  of  way 
over  the  lands  of  others. 

In  BvcMy  agt.  Coles  (5  Taunt.  311)  it  was  decided  that  if  a 
person  owned  close  A,  and  a  passage  of  necessity  to  it  over 
close  B,  and  he  purchased  close  B,  and  thereby  united  in 
himself  the  title  to  both  closes,  yet,  if  he  afterwards  sold 
close  B  to  one  person  without  any  reservation,  and  then 
close  A  to  another  person,  the  purchaser  of  close  A  has  a 
right  of  way  over  close  B. 

While  it  is  without  doubt  that  a  right  of  way  of  necessity 
arises  and  can  be  enforced,  if  a  man  sells  land  to  another 
which  is  wholly  surrounded  by  his  own  land,  I  do  not  think 
that  this  right  is  limited  merely  to  the  remaining  land  of  the 
grantor.  It  may  be  quite  as  important  for  the  party  to  have 
yoL.  7CXXV.  10 
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a  passage  over  the  land  of  third  parties,  lying  beyood  the 
grantor's  land,  to  get  to  a  public  highway. 

But  in  this  case,  the  lots  of  the  defendant  Gilsey  came 
from  Belknap,  the  owner  of  the  plot,  at  the  same  sale  in 
which  title  was  acquired  by  Neilscm  to  the  property,  a  por- 
tion of  which,  and  that  out  of  which  this  right  arises,  he  sub- 
sequently conveyed  to  plaintiff. 

The  necessity  out  of  which  this  right  grows  is  always 
s^ictj  and  the  right  should  continue  only  as  long  as  the  neces- 
sity continues. 

As  soon  as  the  plaintiff  can  have  access  to  a  public  street 
directly  from  his  own  lands,  the  right  should  temJnate.  He 
cannot  continue  this  means  of  using  the  land  of  Gilsey  for  an 
indefinite  period  of  time;  and  it  must  of  necessity  be  subser- 
vient to  the  right  of  Gilsey  to  build  on  his  lots,  so  soon  as 
the  streets  are  open  for  him  to  improve  them  in  that  way. 

The  defendant  Gilsey,  in  his  answer,  says  he  has  offered  to 
give  a  way  to  plaintiff  over  his  land  twelve  feet  wide,  the 
same  to  pass  over  another  portion  of  his  lot. 

This  is  an  admission  on  the  part  of  Gilsey  that  the  claim 
of  plaintiff  is  necessitous,  and  not  unreasonable.  The  defend- 
ant may  still  do  thvs;  provided  it  is  done  in  such  a  way  as  to 
enable  the  plaintiff  by  means  of  the  new  way  to  get  to  the 
public  street. 

The  right  of  selecting  a  place  over  which  the  new  way 
shall  pass,  if  one  be  yielded,  lies  with  the  owner  of  the  land 
over  which  it  is  to  pass ;  provided,  on  request,  he  shall  desig- 
nate it  in  a  reasonable  manner ;  and  he  may  do  it  so  as  to  be 
least  inconvenient  to  himself.  {Holmes  agt  Seeley,  19  Wend. 
607.) 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  dosing  up  of  the  road  in 
question  would  be  such  an  injury  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  the 
estate  he  has  in  the  land,  as  to  justify  the  continuance  of  the 
injunction  issued  in  this  action  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 

It  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  equity  that,  where  an  easement 
or  servitude  is  annexed  to  a  private  estate,  the  due  enjoy- 
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ment  of  it  will  be  protected  by  injunction  against  encroach- 
ment or  invasion.  {Coming  agt.  Lowerrtj  6  John.  Ch.  R, 
439;  TaUmadge  agt.  East  River  Banky  26  N.  Y,  105;  Trus- 
tees of  Watcrtoton  agt.  Crane j  4  Paige^  610,  514.) 

In  this  case  plaintiff  claimed  the  easement  in  question.  It 
was  peaceably  and  without  hindrance  enjoyed  by  the  owner 
of  the  dwelling  at  the  time  defendant  bought  his  lots ;  and  I 
think  plaintiff  has  a  claim  to  the  equitable  interposition  of 
this  court  by  injunction  order,  until  tiis  claim  may  be  tried 
in  this  action.  {Bona^rte  agt.  Camden  and  Amboy  JR.  R.  1 
Baldw.  Cir.  C.  R  231;  Wetmore  agt.  Shry^  22  Barl.  414; 
2^ew  Haveft  R  R  agt.  Pixhy^  19  Barh.  428.) 

Section  7  of  article  1  of  the  constitution  of  1846  does  not 
apply  to  this  case.  That  section  provides  for  the  opening  of 
private  roads  ^  but  in  the  case  before  us  the  way  is  already 
opened  and  in  use,  and  has  been  used  for  a  great  many  years. 
Its  necessity  is  immediate  and  urgent. 

The  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  is  therefore  denied. 

In  regard  to  the  alleged  contempt  for  its  violation,  it  is  to 
be  observed  that  defendant  Kilpatrick  was  not  served  with 
the  injunction  order  until  the  11th  day  of  October,  and  after 
the  fence  was  erected,  and  that  he  refrained  from  working 
immediately  he  was  served  with  the  process. 

Although  there  is  some  reason  to  believe  that  he  attempted 
to  avoid  the  service  of  the  papers,  I  cannot  find  that  he  knew 
of  the  existence  of  the  injunction  before  it  was  actually 
served  on  him, 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  Gilsey  is  responsi- 
ble for  the  erection  of  the  fence  on  his  lands,  after  the  service 
of  the  injunction  on  him.  It  appears  that  he  had  previously 
threatened  to  shut  up  the  xoad,  and  there  is  reason  to  believe 
that  he  encouraged  and  aided  in  the  making  of  the  fence  by 
Kilpatrick,  and  that  Kilpatrick  was  acting  with  his  know 
ledge,  and  to  some  extent,  at  least,  under  his  directions  and 
that  the  construction  of  the  fence  was  a  carrying  out  of  his 
previous  threat.    At  any  rate,  he  had  the  power  and  it  was 


1 


148       NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPOBTS. 


Greenleaf  agt,  Msmford. 


his  dutyi  to  have  prevented  the  erection  of  the  fence  on  hia  land^ 
after  the  service  of  the  order  on  him^ 

The  work  was  done  under  his  eyes  and  with  bis  approval. 
The  maxim  ^^Qui  potest  et  debet  vetare  et  non  vetatj  jubetj^ 
applies  to  him.  {Neale  agt.  Osborne^  15  How.  Pr.  B.  81 ; 
People  agt.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  Y.  R.  263,  278.) 

The  motion  to  show  cause  why  defendant  Gilsey  should 
not  be  attached  and  the  fence  removed  is  granted.  As  to 
defendant  Kilpatrick  it  is  denied. 


>#• 


SUPREME  COURT, 

Augustus  W.  Gbeenleaf  and  others  agt.  Feteb  R.  Mum« 

FORD  and  others. 

An  attcuihmeiU  csnnot  be  levied  and  a  lien  acquired  upon  monej  of  a  debtor  depoe^ 
ited  in  a  bank  by  another  in  the  name  of  the  latter,  to  whom  the  bank  has  gives 
credit  therefor ;  although  the  deposit  be  made  eollasively  with  the  debtor,  and 
fraadnlentlj  aa  to  his  creditors. 

Keither  can  an  action  be  mamtained  bj  the  sherfff,  or  bj  a  jadgaent  creditort  in 
aid  of  sach  attachment,  or  to  declare  or  create  a  lien  on  the  fond,  when  dobs  waa 
acquired  by  the  attachment  pmceedings. 

New  York  General  Term^  Aprils  1869. 

Before  Babxabd,  P.  J.,  Ingraham  and  Suthebland,  J.  J. 

The  plaintiffs  having  obtained  an  attachment  against  the 
property  of  the  defendant  Mumford,  which  the  sheriff 
attempted  to  execute,  upon  money  deposited  in  the  Nassau 
Bank,  it  was  found  that  the  nraney  had  been  deposited  in 
the  name  of  the  defendant  Oakey,  who  had  drawn  checks 
against  it  to  his  own  order,  got  them  certified  by  the  bank, 
and  then  left  them  unindorsed  in  his  box  in  the  bank.  Both 
Oakey  and  the  bank  at  first  denied  that  the  money  was  the 
property  of  Mumford,  or  subject  to  the  attachment.  To 
prevent  Oakey  from  indorsing  the  checks  and  drawing  the 
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raoney^  and  the  bank  from  paying  it,  and  thus  to  remove  the 
impediments  to  the  levy  under  the  attachment,  this  action 
was  brought 

The  court  below  held  that  the  sum  of  S53,000,  so  deposited 
by  Oakey  in  the  Nassau  Bank,  was  really  deposited  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  Mumford,  and  belonged  to  Mumford  ;  and 
that  the  drawing  of  the  checks  and  getting  them  certified  by  i 
Oakey,  was  a  contrivance  on  the  part  of  Mumfofd  and  Oakey 
to  screen  the  money  from  the  creditors  of  Mumford,  and  to 
prevent  or  defeat,  the  levy  of  an  attachment  or  execution 
thereon.  The  court  also  found  that  the  levy  was  duly  made, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  satisfaction  of 
their  judgment  out  of  the  fund. 

No  one  of  defendants  appeals  except  Speyers,  who  claims 
«8  assignee  of  Mumford,  under  «  assignment  execuMiPW^^/^,^^ 
the  levy.  /<S^* 


<.' 


Charles  A.  RAPALLO,/c)r  defendant  Spejfers.     f  \i  \  **     '     '  'S 

D.  D.  Field,  for  the  plamUffs.  \     ^  -     - 


Sutherland,  J,  The  exceptions  to  the  conclusio 
law,  that  the  service  of  the  warrant  of  attachment  on  the 
Nassau  Bank  constituted  a  levy  on  the  fund  in  question ; 
that  the  money  deposited  by  Oakey  in  the  Nassau  Bank  was 
bound  by  the  levy  made  under  the  attachment  y  and  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  judgment  specified  in  the  fifth 
conclusion  of  law,  were  all  well  taken.  These  conclusions 
of  law  were  all  plainly  erroneous,  for  the  reason  that  they 
all  assume  that  the  sum  of  $53,000,  deposited  by  Oakey  in 
the  Nassau  Bank,  for  which  the  bank  had  given  him  credit, 
and  for  which  the  bank  had  certified  checks  drawn  by  Oakey 
against  the  fund,  was  capable  of  being  attached  as  a  debt 
due  or  owing  from  or  by  the  bank  to  the  defendant  Mum- 
ford. In  oHheir  words,  these  conclusions  of  law  and  the 
judgment  quietly  assume  against  the  defendant  Speyers  the 
main  point  in  the  case ;  and  erroneously  assume  it  j  for  the 
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facts  found  show  that  there  was  no  debt  due  or  owing  from 
the  bank  to  Mumford  on  account  of  the  $53,000,  or  its  de- 
posit, when  the  attachment  is  alleged  to  have  been  served. 
The  main  question  in  this  case  is  not  as  to  the  regulaiitj  or 
sufficiency  of  the  service,  or  attempted  service  of  the  attach- 
ment ;  but  the  main  question  is,  do  the  facts  found  show 
that  there  was  any  debt,  ftmd,  or  thing  which  was  or  could 
be  attached  or  levied  on  t    Plainly  they  do  not. 

The  transaction  between  Mumford  and  Oakey  as  to  the 
$53,000,  however  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  plain tifia  and 
other  creditors  of  Mumford,  was  valid  as  between  Mumford 
and  Oakey;  and  whatever  the  right  ^f  the  plaintifis  and 
other  creditors,  with  judgments  and  executions  returned 
nulla  bona,  to  have  the  transaction  declared  fraudulent  and 
void,  and  reach  the  fund  in  equity,  the  plaintiffs  could  not 
reach  the  fund  with  their  attachment  in  their  action  againet 
Mumford  for  their  debt.  The  plaintiffs  could  only  attach 
the  fund  as  a  debt  of  the  bank  to  Mumford ;  but  the  faet9 
found  in  this  case  show  that  the  debt  arising  from  tiie  depont 
in  the  bank  by  Oakey  and  the  credit  given  by  the  bank  to 
Oakey,  was  a  debt  of  the  bank*s  to  Oakey,  and  not  a  debt  of 
ihe  bank's  to  Mumford.  To  say  that  the  fund  deposited  in 
the  bank  by  Oakey,  and  for  which  the  bank  had  given  him 
credit,  and  on  account  of  which  the  bank  had  certified  the 
checks  of  Oakey  drawn  against  the  same,  could  be  reached 
by  attachment  in  the  action  of  the  plaintiffi  against  Mumford 
for  their  debt ;  or  to  say  that  the  fund  was  attached  in  that 
action,  because  the  court  below  found  in  this  action  that  the 
transaction  between  Mumford  and  Oakey  was  fraudulent  and 
void,  as  to  the  plaintiffs  and  other  creditors  of  MuHif ord }  and 
that  the  fund  so  deposited  by  Oakey  in  equity  belonged  to 
the  creditors  of  Mumford ;  is  to  say  tbat  you  can  give  the 
finding  and  judgn^nt  in  this  action  (commenced  before  the 
plaintiffi  had  got  a  judgment  for  their  debt),  on  the  question 
of  fraud,  an  erjpo^f/acft>  operation,  and  that  you  ean  by  this 
ex  post  facto  operation  support  the  attachment  proceedings 
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Ib  the  first  action,  and  the  lien  and  preference  claimed  by 
the  plaintifis  to  have  been  acquired  under  or  by  the  attach- 
ment proceedings  in  the  first  action. 

Why,  the  very  claim  of  the  counsel  for  the  plaintifis,  that 
this  action  is  an  action  to  subject  the  fund  in  question  to  the 
attachment  in  the  first  action,  involves  the  admission  that  it 
was  not  and  could  not  be  attached  in  the  first  action,  and 
that  the  plaintiffi  did  not  and  could  not,  by  the  attachment 
proceedings  in  the  first  action,  get  any  lien  on  the  fund,  and 
that  they  did  not  and  could  not,  by  their  attachment  pro- 
ceedings in  the  first  action,  obtain  any  right  or  preference  to 
have  their  debt  paid  in  full  out  of  the  fund.  And  a  claim 
that  the  fimd  was  attached  in  the  first  action  because  the 
court  below  found,  in  this  action,  that  the  transaction  be- 
tween Humford  and  Oakey  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
Mumford's  creditors,  involves  the  same  admission,  that  the 
fund  was  not  attachable  in  the  first  action. 

There  is  really  no  such  thing  as  an  action,  either  by  the 
creditor  or  sheriff,  to  subject  chattels  or  debts  to  an  attach- 
ment issued  under  the  Code.  It  is  the  Code  which  subjects 
property  to  attachment.  Whoever  heard,  until  recently,  of 
an  action  either  by  a  sheriff  or  creditor  in  aid  of  the  Code,  to 
subject  property  to  attachment — ^to  make  that  attachable 
under  the  Code  which  was  not  attachable  under  the  Code. 

In  the  case  of  KeUyy  sheriff  agt.  Lane  and  others^  I  dis- 
missed the  complaint  at  special  term,  on  the  ground  that  the 
sheriff  could  not  maintain  such  an  action.  There  was  an 
appeal,  and  it  was  reversed  by  the  general  term.  For  a 
more  fuH  discussion  of  the  question,  I  refer  to  my  dissenting 
opinion  in  that  case  at  general  term.  {See  Kelly  agt.  Lancy 
4S  Barb.  610.)  I  think  I  may  say  that  the  views  expressed 
in  my  dissenting  opinion  in  Kelly  agt.  Lane^  were  fully  and 
tmequivocally  sustained  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Lawrence 
agt  The  Bank  of  the  Bepublk  (35  N.  Y.  JR.  320  S.  C.  31  HotP. 
JV.  B.  502.)  True,  perhaps  I  did  not  say  in  KeUy  agt.  LanCy 
either  at  special  or  general  term,  that  a  creditor  could  not 
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bring  such  an  action,  for  I  had  no  occasion  to  say  it ;  but  my 
reasoning  applied  equally  to  such  an  action  by  a  creditor. 

Judge  MoBGAN,  in  his  opinion  in  the  court  of  appeals^  in 
Lawrence  agt.  The  Bank  of  the  Bepublic  {supra)y  does  not  say 
in  words  that  a  creditor  could  not  maintain  such  an  action ; 
but  as  the  questions  in  the  case  arose  on  the  defendant's  an- 
swer setting  up  the  attachment  proceedings  by  the  defend- 
ant,  the  question  whether  either  the  defendant  or  the  sherifT 
could  have  maintained  such  an  action,  was  before  the  court. 
It  does  not  appear  that  there  had  been  a  suggestion  by  coun- 
sel, if  the  sherifi  could  not  have  maintained  such  an  action, 
that  the  defendant  could.  It  was  natural,  therefore,  that 
the  judge  should  in  words  limit  his  opinion  to  the  question 
which  had  been  discussed,  whether  the  sherifi  could  have 
maintained  such  an  action.  I  venture  to  say  that  the  learned 
judge  and  the  counsel  assumed  if  the  sherifi*  could  not  have 
maintained  such  an  action,  the  defendant  could  not. 

I  dismissed  the  complaint  in  The  Merchants  <&  Trader^ 
Bank  agt.  Ddkin  and  others^  at  special  term,  on  the  ground 
{see  28  How.  Fr.  22.  510  and  511)  that  the  plaintifi*,  as  a  judg- 
ment creditor,  with  an  execution  out  and  not  returmed,  nulla 
honay  could  not  maintain  the  action,  the  bond  and  mortgage 
sought  to  be  reached  and  applied  to  the  payment  of  the 
judgment  being  choses  in  action,  or  equitable  assets.  There 
had  been  an  attachment  issued  in  the  action  in  which  the 
judgment  was  obtained,  under  which  attachment  it  was 
claimed  that  the  bond  and  mortgage  had  been  attached  as  a 
debt  due  or  owing  from  the  defendant  Miller  to  the  defend- 
ant Dakin.  I  dismissed  the  complaint,  irrespective  of  the 
question  whether  the  attachment  proceedings  did  or  could 
aid  the  plaintifi*  in  maintaining  the  action.  I  assumed  that 
the  attachment  proceedings  did  not  enable  the  plaintiff*  to 
maintain  the  action.  There  was  an  appeal ;  and  it  seems 
(see  33  How.  Fr.  R.  316)  that  the  general  term,  instead  of 
passing  upon  the  point  upon  which  the  complaint  was  dis- 
missed at  special  term,  affirmed  the  judgment  of  dismissal 
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OQ  the  ground,  substantially,  that  though  the  sheriff  might 
have  maintained  an  action  to  subject  the  bond  and  mortgage 
to  the  attachment,  notwithstanding  their  formal  and  alleged 
fraudulent  assignment  by  Dakin  to  the  defendant  Jewell 
before  the  attachment  proceedings^  yet  that  the  plaintiff,  the 
creditor,  could  not. 

Lawrence  agt.  The  Bank  of  the  RepMic  was  decided  by 
the  court  of  appeals  at  the  March  term,  1866.  The  Mer- 
chants^  and  Traders^  Bank  agt.  Dahin  and  others^  was  heard 
by  the  general  term,  at  the  January  general  term,  1867. 

It  is  certainly  singular  that  Justice  Leonasd,  who  wrote 
the  elaborale  opinion  of  the  general  term  in  the  last  men- 
tioned case,  should  be  repeated  as  having  concurred  in  Judge 
Morgan's  opinion  in  the  court  of  appeals,  in  Lawrence  agt. 
The  Bank  of  the  B^public. 

If  the  moneys  deposited  by  Oakey  in  the  Nassau  Bank 
were  regularly  and  properly  attached,  in  the  action  by  plain* 
tiffi  to  recover  a  judgment  for  their  debt,  either  as  the  mon- 
eys of  Mumford  or  as  a  debt  of  the  bank's  to  him,  there  was 
no  necessity  or  occasion  for  this  action;  and  if  they  were 
not  so  attached  in  the  first  action,  this  action  could  not  be 
maintained  in  aid  of  the  attachment  proceedings,  or  to  de- 
clare or  create  a  lien  on  the  fund,  when  none  was  acquired 
by  the  attachment  proceedings. 

This  action  was  commenced  before  the  plaintiffs  had  ob- 
tained judgment  in  their  action  in  which  the  attachment  was 
issued,  and  after  the  assignment  by  Mumford  to  the  defend- 
ant Speyers,  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  Mumford's  creditors, 
equally  and  without  preferences. 

The  purpose  of  this  action  was  to  have  the  transfer  of  the 
$53,000  by  Mumford  to  Oakey,  and  the  deposit  of  it  by 
Oakey  to  his  own  credit  in  the  Nassau  Bank,  judicially 
declared  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  plainti£&,  as  attach- 
ment creditors  of  Mumford;  and  to  have  it  further  judicially 
declared,  that  the  moneys  had  been  attached  in  the  action  in 
which  Uie  attachment  had  been  issued  as  the  moneys  of 
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Mumford^  so  that  the  plamtifb  might  obtain  the  further  judi- 
cial dedaration,  and  a  judgment,  in  this  action,  that  they 
should  be  paid  their  debt  in  full  out  of  these  moneys, 
instead  of  taking  their  share  under  the  assignment  with  other 
creditors,  whose  debts  were  equally  meritorious  with  their 
own. 

Now  it  appears  to  me,  in  view  of  the  maxim,  ^^  that  equal- 
ty  is  equity,"  and  in  view  of  the  circumstance  that  the  very 
institution  of  this  action  must  be  regarded  as  a  confession 
that  the  moneys  had  not  been  attached,  it  must  have  required 
great  courage,  or  a  great  confusion  of  ideas,  and  a  gross  mis- 
application of  analogies,  to  bring  the  action. 

Upon  what  rests  the  power  of  the  court  below  to  find,  as 
was  found  in  this  case,  that  the  service  of  the  attachment 
was  a  good  and  valid  service,  and  that  the  money  in  question 
was  bound  by  the  levy  under  the  attachment,  and  ^^  that  the 
same  has  been  properly  subjected  to  the  execution  issued  on 
the  judgment"  entered  in  the  attachment  action f  The 
attachment  proceeding  was  a  statutory  proceeding  under  the 
Code,  and  regulated  by  the  Code.  Upon  what  rests  the 
power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  with  it,  to  declare 
moneys  to  have  been  attached  which  had  not  been  attached ; 
a  levy  to  have  been  made  and  a  lien  acquired,  when  in  fact 
there  was  neither  a  levy  nor  a  lien ;  to  declare  that  to  have 
been  done  and  that  to  have  existed  which  was  never  done 
and  never  did  exist;  to  declare  a  fiction  to  be  a  factf 

There  are  fictions  of  law,  but  the  maxim  is  "  in  JicHone 
juris  semper  stibsistit  cequitas.^ 

^^  Equality  is  equity,"  and  we  are  not  called  upon  in  Sus 
case  to  strain  a  point  to  initiate  a  principle,  or  to  create  a 
precedent,  that  the  plaintifiis  may  be  paid  their  debt  in  full 
at  the  expense  of  other  creditors  equally  meritorious.  My 
excuse  for  this  rather  elaborate  opinion  on  a  queston  which 
I  deem  so  plain  must  rest  on  the  cases  which  have  been 
referred  to,  and  on  the  fact  that  I  am  writing  this  opinion 
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upon  a  reargument  ordered  in  this  case^  after  judgment  of 
affirmaoee  by  the  general  term. 

As  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Speyers^  the  assignee^  asks 
for  the  affirmative  relie£  and  as  the  necessary  parties  appear 
to  be  before  the  court,  and  ad  there  is  not  a  doubt  that  the 
conclusion  of  the  court  below,  that  the  transaction  between 
Mumford  and  Oakey,  and  the  deposit  of  the  $53,000  by 
Oakey  in  his  own  name,  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
the  plaintifis  and  other  creditors,  I  think  we  can  and 
should  declare  and  adjudge  that  the  defendant  Speyers, 
as  assignee,  was  and  is  entitled  to  the  whole  fund  in 
question,  which  it  seems  was  deposited  in  the  New  York 
Life  Insurance  and  Trust  Company,  by  order  of  the  court,  to 
be  distributed  under  and  aeeording  to  the  assignment,  and 
that  it  be  paid  over  to  him  for  such  distribution,  leaving  him 
,to  take  such  action  on  or  as  to  the  bond,  which  was  given 
for  the  repayment  of  so  much  of  the  fund,  with  interest,  costs 
and  damages,  as  was  paid  to  the  sheriff  by  order  of  the  court, 
in  satisfaction  of  the  plainti£&'  execution,  as  he  shall  be 
advised  to  take;  and  I  think  that  the  judgment  appealed 
from  should  be  reversed,  and  the  plaintiffi'  complaint  dis- 
missed with  costs. 


<<• 


SUPREME  COURT. 
James  H.  Buckxjn  agt.  HsLi37  M.  Coafin,  Administratrix,  &c, 

Btferenee  of  Claims  against  ISxecuiort  and  Admvnittraiort,  On  the  11th  of  May,  1866, 
the  Burrogate  of  Herkimer  oovntj  made  an  oider  or  writing  in  thia  caie  aa 
follows : 

"  Surbogate'b  Court,  Herkimer  County.  In  the  matter  of  the  claim  of  Jamet  H- 
Budblw  agt  Tke  EttcUe  of  JSdmund  G,  Chopin,  The  claim  of  James  H.  Backlin 
haying  been  preeeated  to  the  adminiatralrijc  and  rejected,  and  the  parties  agreeing 
to  a  reference ;  It  is  ordered  by  the  snrrogate,  that  Hon.  Amo»  H.  Prescott,  Mar- 
tin W  Priest,  Esq.,  and  William  T.Wheeler,  Bsq.,  and  they  are  hereby  appointed, 
referees  to  hear  and  determine  the  claim  of  said  Boeklin ;  and  let  dun  order  be 
entered  with  the  clark  of  Perkimer  coonty. 

''  Dated,  11th  May,  1866,  at  Herkimer.  VOLNEY  OWEN,  Swnmgatu 
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''We  aMent  to  Uie  above  order,  and  oODieiit  the  same  to  be  entered  May  lltb,  1^66. 

"  HjlBDDV  d&  BuBBOWB,  Attomeyt  for  plaintiff. 
'*  H.  LniK|  AUofneif  for  admvmtraiinx. 
"  Indoned,  Filed  11  May,  1866. 

'*  Z.  Greehs,  Okrh" 

Beldf  let  That  thic  order  and  oonaent  taken  together  are  an  €tgreemeiU  in  vriiin^  to 
refer  reqoired  by  the  etatate. 

2d.  That  they  constitated  an  approval  by  Ike  mnogaU  of  the  persons  agreed  on  as 
referees. 

3d.  That  they  were  filed,  and  the  &ot  of  filing  is  noted  on  the  paper,  which  answers 
the  reqnirement  that  the  offrtetMnU  amd  approval  mutt  he  fUai, 

4th.  That  the  requirement  of  the  statate,  that  the  rale  referring  the  daim  to  the  per- 
sons indicated  must  be  etUered  Jnf  the  clerk  (ff  tke  ettpreme  court,  can  be  (complied 
with  by  an  entry  by  the  derk  nunc  pro  titnc,  if  it  was  not  actually  entered  at  the 
time  of  filing.  . 

Assuming,  however,  thltt  the  papers  are  not  in  conformity  to  the  statate,  the  referees 
nevertheleas  acquired  jorisdiction  to  hear,  try  and  determine  the  matters  in  contro- 
versy between  the  parties,  by  the  voluntary  appfiarance  of  the  parties,  the  snpreme 
court  having  jurisdiction  over  such  claims,  which  were  submitted  to  the  referees ; 
and  their  report  is  legal  and  binding  until  set  aside  by  the  court  in  some  proceed- 
ing properly  instituted  for  that  purpose. 

There  is  no  more  necessity  for  an  agreement  in  writing  and  rule  of  reference  in  the 
dass  of  cases  under  the  statute,  like  the  present,  than  there  is  in  references  under 
the  Code  {§  270) ;  and  under  the  latter  it  is  well  settled  that  proceedings  upon  a 
reference  is  a  waiver  of  all  objectionB  because  of  irregularities. 

The  appearance  before  the  referees,  the  trial  of  the  claim  presented  and  report 
thereon,  are  all  that  are  necessary  to  justify  the  entry  of  a  judgment  All  the  pre- 
liminary steps  may  be  supplied  wunc  pro  tune. 

Syracuse  Oeneral  Termj  AprUj  1868. 

Befare  Foster^  Mullin  and  Mobgan,  Justices. 

The  defendant  is  the  administratrix  of  her  husband,  E.  G. 
Chapin,  deceased,  having  been  appointed  by  the  surrogate  of 
Herkimer,  in  December,  1861. 

The  plaintiff,  claiming  to  have  a  debt  due  to  him  from  the 
intestate,  presented  an  account  to  the  agent  of  the  defendant, 
on  the  17th  December,  1862,  by  which  a  balance  was 
claimed  lo  be  due  of  $715.59. 

This  account  was  not  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
defendant  until  April,  1866,  when  she  served  notice  on  the 
plaintiff  that  it  was  rejected. 

On  the  11th  May,  1866,  a  paper,  of  \yhich  the  following 
is  a  copy,  was  drawn  and  signed  by  Volney  Owen,  surrogate 
of  Herkimer  county : 

^^SuBBOQATB  CJouBT,  RerMmer  County.    In  the  matter  of 
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the  claim  of  James  H,  Bucklin  agt.  The  Estate  of  Edmund  6. 
Chapin. 

^*  The  claim  of  James  H.  Bucklin  having  been  presented  to 
the  administratrix  and  rejected,  and  the  parties  agreeing  to  a 
reference :  It  is  ordered  by  the  surrogate,  that  Hon.  Amos 
H.  Prescott,  Martin W. Priest,  Esq.,  and  William  T.Wheeler, 
Esq.,  and  they  are  hereby  appointed,  referees  to  hear  and 
determine  the  claim  of  said  Bucklin ;  and  let  this  order  be 
entered  with  the  clerk  of  Herkimer  county. 

"Dated  lith  May,  1866,  at  Heikimer. 

"VOLNEY  OWEN,  Surrogate. 

"We  assent  to  the  above  order,  and  consent  the  same  be 
entered  May  11th,  1866. 

"  Hardin  &  Burkows,  Attorneys  for  plaintiff. 
"  H.  Link,  Attorney  for  a^^nistratrix. 

"Indorsed,  Filed  11  May,  1866. 

"Z.  Greene,  ClerkJ^ 

The  parties  appeared  before  the  referees  above  named,  and 
they  heard  their  proofs  and  allegations,  and  made  a  report, 
entitled  in  the  supreme  court  and  addressed  to  it,  by  which 
they  found  due  to  the  plaintiff  $714.59,  for  which  sum  they 
ordered  judgment. 

The  defendant  appealed  from  this  judgment  to  the  gene- 
ral term ;  and  when  the  appeal  was  brought  on  for  argu- 
ment, the  court  refused  to  hear  it,  and  required  the  parties 
to  move  at  the  special  term  to  confirm  the  report,  and  for 
judgment,  and  from  the  judgment,  if  there  ordered,  an  appeal 
might  be  taken. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel,  instead  of  conforming  to  the  direc- 
tion thus  given,  moved  at  a  special  term  held  by  Justice 
MoRQAN,  in  Onondaga,  in  July  last,  to  set  aside  the  appeal; 
exceptions  and  notice  of  appeal  taken  and  made  by  defend- 
ant, on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  agreement  in  writing 
to  refbr  the  claim  to  the  persons  named  as  referees,  nor  any 
approval  of  such  persons  by  the  surrogate,  by  reason  whereof 
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the  hearing  and  deoisioQ  of  the  i^ferees  became  and  was  an 
arbitration,  and  not  a  reference,  under  the  statute. 

The  court  granted  the  motion,  and  from  the  order  granting 
it  the  defendant  appeals. 

Francis  EernaK;  for  d^endant 
GsoBGE  A.  Habdin,  for  plaintif. 

By  the  courty  Mulun,  J.  The  Revised  Statutes  {Sd  vol. 
&th  ed.  175,  ^  41)  provides,  if  an  executor  or  administrator 
doubt  the  justice  of  auy  daim  pi««nted  to  him,  he  may  enter 
into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the  claimant  to  refer  the 
matter  to  one  or  three  referees,  to  be  approved  by  the  surro- 
gate ;  and  upon  filing  such  agreement  and  approval  with  the 
clerk  of  the  supreme  court,  a  rule  shall  be  entered  by  the 
clerk,  referring  the  nfttter  to  the  persons  so  selected. 

The  next  section  clothes  the  referees  with  the  same  powers 
as  if  the  reference  was  in  action  in  the  court  in  which  order 
of  reference  is  entered. 

In  order  to  con&r  jurisdiction  on  the  court  under  this  stat* 
ute,  it  is  not  necessary  there  should  be  a  literal  compliance 
^L  it«  terms  jTBuStantial  compliance  is  enough. 

To  give  jurisdiction,  there  must  be : 

1st  An  agreement  in  writing  to  refer. 

There  is.  no  fonnal  agreement  signed  by  the  parties,  but 
the  order  signed  by  the  surrogate  recites  the  presentation  of 
the  claim,  .and  that  the  parties  have  agreed  on  a  reference. 
The  attome]rs  of  the  parties  sign  a  writing  at  the  foot  of  the 
order  that  they,  the  parties,  consent  to  the  order.  Laying  out 
of  view  the  presumption  that  a  formal  agreement  was  pre- 
ferred, I  think  the  order  and  consent,  taken  together,  are  an 
an  agreement  in  writing  <to  refer. 

If  the  attorney  for  the  administratrix  had  made  an  offer 
in  writing  to  refer,  and  the  attorney  had  signed  and  delivered 
to  her  a  written  acceptance  of  the  offer,  it  would  not  be  con<- 
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tended  but  that  the  two  papers  would  constitute  a  valid 
agreement. 

Suppose  the  surrogate  had  written^  the  parties  have  agreed 
to  refer  the  claim  in  dispute  to  these  men  as  referees^  nam* 
ing  them^  and  the  attorneys  had  written  beneath  it,  '^  we 
hereby  agree  to  the  above  reference/'  can  it  be  doubted  but 
that  the  two  papers,  taken  together,  would  have  been  an 
agreement  under  the  statute  ? 

This  is  exactly  what  has  been  done.  The  pape|f<^raibtci|'  /*  »,  \, 
by  the  surrogate  takes  the  form  of  au  order,  id^eaa  of  a  ^  '  ! 
mere  statement  that  the  parties  had  agreed  to  refe^.r   x  .\    ^  U  n)|  \ 

2d.  The  persons  agreed  on  as  referees  must  b?  approved  '  \ 

by  the  surrogate. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  the  surrogate 
the  men  selected.    No  more  conclusive  evidence  of  appro^ 
could  be  given. 

3d.  The  agreement  and  approval  must  be  filed.  They 
were  filed,  and  the  fact  of  filing  is  noted  on  the  paper. 

4th.  A  rule  referring  the  claim  to  the  persons  indicated 
must  be  entered  by  the  clerk  of  the  supreme  court. 

The  agreement  takes  the  form  of  an  order.  It  was  filed 
with  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  supreme  court ;  and  the  order 
must  be  entered  in  that  court,  as  there  is  no  other  court 
havii^  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order. 

Entitling  the  order  in  surrogate's  court  could  not  impair 
the  regularity  of  the  order.  The  county  clerk  was  not  the 
clerk  of  the  surrogate's  court ;  be  could  not  enter  it,  there- 
fore, in  that  court,  and  the  entry  could  have  effect  only  in 
the  supreme  court,  whose  clerk  he  was  and  in  whidi  court 
ft  could  be  regularly  entered. 

But  assuming  that  it  never  was  entered  by  the  clerk,  it 
ean  be  done  nunc  pro  tunCj  and  should  be  so  entered  to  pre- 
vent a  failure  of  jurisdiction. 

But  if  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  papers  ase  not  in  con- 
formity to  the  statute,  I  am  nevertheless  satisfied  that  the  ref- 
erees acquired  jurisdiction  to  hear,  try  and  determine  the 
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matters  in  controversy  between  the  parties^  and  that  their 
report  is  legal  and  binding  on  the  parties  until  it  is  set  aside 
by  the  court  in  some  proceeding  properly  instituted  for  that 
purpose. 

The  supreme  court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  claims  which 
were  submitted  to  the  referees;-  in  other  words,  it  has  juris* 
diction  of  the  subject  matter.  By  the  voluntary  consent  and 
appearance  of  the  parties^  jurisdiction  of  their  persons  was 
obtained ;  and  when  jurisdiction  over  both  is  acquired,  the 
proceedings  thereafter  are  valid^  however  irregular  they  may 
be« 

Section  270  of  the  Code  provides  that  all  or  any  of  the 
issues  in  an  action  may  be  referred  upon  the  written  consent 
of  the  parties.  Under  the  old  practice,  the  reference  of  the 
issues  in  an  action  not  referable,  or  to  a  greater  or  less  num- 
ber than  the  statute  prescribed,  was  a  discontinuance  of  the 
action,  and  the  reference  became  an  arbitration  merely. 

It  will  be  seen  that  a  consent  in  writing  is  necessary  to 
refer  issues  in  all  cases  in  which  the  court  may  not  compel  a 
reference,  and  hence  a  written  consent  is  just  as  necessary  to 
a  valid  reference  under  the  Code,  as  to  a  valid  reference 
under  the  statute  relating  to  the  reference  of  claims  against 
executors  and  administrators. 

It  was  held  in  Leaycraft  agt.  Fmler  (17  How.  Pr.  K  259) 
that  the  conisent  to  refer  under  section  270  of  the  Code  may 
be  written  by  the  parties,  or  their  attorneys^  or  by  the  clerk 
entering  their  consent  in  his  minutes,  or  by  the  referees  in 
their  minutes,  consent  being  given  thereto.  And  the  parties 
might  waive  any  entry  other  than  that  made  by  the  referees 
on  their  minutes.  In  that  case,  after  appearing  before  the 
two  referee  to  whom  the  issues  had  been  referred;  a  third 
was  added,  and  the  only  entry  was  by  the  referees  in  their 
minutes. 

The  same  was  held  in  Keator  agt.  Ulster  Phnk  Boad  Co. 
(7  How.  Pr.  H.  41).  In  that  case  there  vtras  no  writing,  the 
agreement  to  refer  was  in  open  court ;  and  it  was  held  the 
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requirement  of  the  statute  as  to  consent  in  writing  oould  be 
and  was  waived.  ; 

As  to  the  power  to  waive  the  requirement,  see  Baker  agt. 
Bremen  (6  MiUy  47) ;  Lee  agt.  TiOotsan  (24  Wend.  337) ; 
Paqpfe  agt.  Murry  (5  HiUy  468) ;  i^miufy  agt.  Conner  (3 
Coi»«.  611). 

In  Harris  agt  Bradshaw  (18  cT*.  i2;  26)  a  rule  of  reference 
was  entered  by  consent  in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  but  the 
trial  did  not  require  the  examination  of  a  long  account  The 
cause  was  tried*  a  report  made  and  sued  upon  as  an  award. 
The  court  held  the  reference  regulan  The  court  say  the 
consent  of  the  parties  to  a  reference  concluded  them  from 
objecting  that  the  action  was  not  referable.  It  being 
assumpsit,  it  may  have  involved  long  accounts.  The  refer* 
ence  was  an  admission  that  the  case  was  within  the  statute, 
and  the  court  would  not  listen  to  an  objection  to  the  con- 
trary. 

Proceedings  upon  a  reference,  is  a  waiver  of  all  objections 
because  of  irregularities.  {Garek  agt.  Sheldon^  3  Barb.  232). 
Id  Banner  agt.  McPhaHf  (31  Bat^b*  106)  the  action  was  slan- 
der for  words  spoken  in  reference  to  the  evidence  of  a  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  tried  before  a  referee.  No  order  of  reference 
had  been  entered,  and  was  not  until  some  two  months  after 
trial,  when  one  was  entered  rnmc  firo  tunc. 

It  was  held  by  the  general  term  in  the  second  district, 
that  the  referee  had  no  pow^r  to  administer  oaths.  But  that 
the  omission  to  obtain  the  onder  of  reference  before  the 
referee  proceeded  to  hear  the  cause,  was  an  irregularity 
wliieh  tib«  parties 'might  warvtBor  eori^ct  soas  to  give  efiect 
to  the  report; 

In  Comstock  agt  Olmstead  (6  How.  Br.  B.  11)  Judge  Gnm- 
I4E7, decided  that  when  a  daim  was  presented  against  an  es- 
tate and  rejected,  and  an  agreement  to  refer  entered  into, 
but.it  was  never  filed  nor  rule  entered,  that  the  caurt  did 
not  come  possessed  of  the  cause,  asd  he  cites  in  support  of 

the  position  Bohert  agt.  Dittnas  (7  Wend.  p25)  in  which 
You  XXXV.  11 
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Savage^  Ch.  J.  says  there  must  be  an  agreement  in  writing 
filed  as  the  foundation  of  the  rule  to  refer,  there  must  be  a 
report  and  the  report  must  be  confirmed.  It  will  be  seen^ 
by  reference  to  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice  that  he  was 
not  speakings  nor  was  he  called  to  speak^  as  to  whether  conn 
pliance  with  each  of  these  requirements  was  essential  to  give 
validity  to  the  report.  He  spoke  of  them  as  he  would  of 
the  service  of  process,  joining  issue  and  serving  notice  of  trial 
as  necessary  to  a  judgment. 

But  while  the  general  rule  is  that  each  step  is  necessary, 
yet  it  does  not  follow  but  that  some  of  them  may  be  waived. 

I  can  perceive  no  more  necessity  for  an  agreement  in  writ- 
ing and  rule  of  reference  in  the  class  of  cases  under  consid- 
eration than  under  section  270  of  the  Code,  already  referred 
to.  If  they  may  be  dispensed  with  in  the  one  case,  so  may 
they  in  the  other. 

The  appearance  before  the  referees,  the  trial  of  the  claim 
presented  and  report  thereon,  are  all  that  are  necessary  to 
justify  the  entry  of  a  judgment.  All  the. preliminary  steps 
may  be  supplied  nunc  pro  tunc.    (1  Wend.  314.) 

I  think  the  order  should  be  reversed  and  the  appeal,  &c.^ 
restored. 


■♦♦«■ 


SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Petition  of  John  W.  Lewis  agt.  The 
Mayob,  &c.,  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

The  provisioiu  of  the  act  of  1858,  in  reference  to  Tacating  aaseMmentSi  &«.,  are 
only  intended  to  relieve  against  fra^d  or  legal  irregalarity  in  the  prooeedings  rela- 
tive to  an  aaeeiBment  or  the  proceedings  to  ooUeet  the  aame. 

The  act  does  not  anthorize  any  inqniry,  whether  the  work  has  been  well  done ;  or 
whether  the  contract  has  been  folly  performed ;  or  whether  the  materials  nsed 
are  according  to  the  spedfioAtions ;  or  whether  the  commooi  ooondl  had  all  the 
saryeys  aud  certificates  of  inspectors  as  required  by  the  ordinaneeSf  except  where 
fixaid  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed. 
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By  the  act  of  1813,  the  oommoa  ooanoil  of  New  York  are  authorized  to  rtpair  or 
repave  a  street,  and  tO'charge  the  expenae  t^po»  tke  proj^erty. 

The  tauannmout  contetU  required  to  the  passage  of  an  ordinance  by  both  boards  of  the 
common  conncil  oit  the  tame  day,  is  the  consent  of  all  the  members  present  at  the 
time  of  its  passage.  And  thia  may  appear  from  the  fact  that  no  objection  was 
made  at  the  time,  and  that  all  the  members  present  yoted  for  the  ordinance. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  publish  for  two  days  an  amendmeiU  to  an  original  ordinance 
providing  for  the  expense  of  repairing  a  street.  A  publication  under  the  original 
ordinance  gives  notice  to  the  owner  of  the  contemplated  improvement,  and  this 
satisfies  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 

Ad  objection  that  no  appnpriaUim  was  made  by  law  before  the  contract  was 
made  {Laws  1857,  eh,  416)  is  answered  by  the  fact  that  this  provision  does  nos 
apply  to  cases  where  the  expense  b  chai;ged  upon  the  wtmers  and  not  on  the  pub- 
lic treasury. 

Objections  to  the  mode  oC  doing  the  work  and  the  want  of  proof  annexed  to  the 
assessment  roll  are  not  grounds  for  vacating  such  an  assessment. 

It  Is  not  a  valid  objection  to  such  an  assessment  made  by  the  board  of  assessors, 
that  the  atteuort  had  bean  chan^  between  the  passage  of  the  ordinance  and  the 
signing  of  the  assessment  rolL  The  statute  directs  the  duty  of  assessing  to  be 
done  by  the  board  of<uie$ton  for  the  time  being.  It  is  unnecessary  to  name  the 
assessors  individvally  in  the  ordinance. 

T%e  assessors  cannot  include  any  charge  for  making  the  assessment  The  allowance 
of  2  per  cent  for  making  such  assessment  is  no  longer  a  legal  charge. 

New  York  General  Term^  January j  1 868. 

Before  Babnabd  P.  J.^  Ingbaham  and  Sutherland,  Jus- 
tkes. 

An  application  was  made  to  judge  Clerke  to  vacate  the 
assessment  in  this  case  under  the  act  of  1858.  Testimony 
was  taken  before  that  justice  and  afterwards  on  a  hearing 
before  wother  justice  the  application  was  denied.  The  peti- 
tioner appeals  from  that  order. 

John  Ely^  for  petitioner y  appeUanU 
Richard  O^Gorman,  counsd  to  the  eorporathn.  for  re- 
^pendents* 

I.  The  first  objecfion  taken  wfi  that  the  common  council  have  no  lawful  authority 
to  cause  the  expense  of  this  repavement  to  be  assessed  upon  the  owners  of  the 
property  benefited ;  because,  by  an  ordinance  enacted  in  18S4  by  the  common  coun- 
cil, it  was  provided  substantially,  that  when  a  street  has  once  been  paved  to  the 
eatiafSBOtion  of  the  officers  of  the  corporation,  at  the  expense  of  the  owners  of  the 
adjacent  property,  it  shall  forever  thereafter  be  paved,  repaired  and  repaved  at  the 
expense  of  the  corporation.  [See  p.  237  JRevUed  Ord.  edition  of  1859.)  And  that  by 
act  of  legislature  (dkip.  160  JJawt  1837)  it  is  enacted  that  all  ordinances  of  the  com- 
mon conncil  shall  continue  in  force  until  repealed. 

The  answer  to  this  objection  is  twofold. 
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let.  The  act  of  1813,  Metion  175,  empowen  the  eorporatioB  to  mak^  tbe  iM^rorcit. 
'(nent  fai  qaestioii,  Tbe  mmt  itatate  aatkorhes  the  eomniett  CMiaefl  to  }aj  aa  anes^ 
Bieut  for  expeveea  incaryed  apon  the  prepeitj  benefited^ 

It  that  became  the  dstjr  of  tbe  eoBKnon  eoancil  to  ralBe  the  mottty  to  pij  the 
expenses  fnenrred,  in  tke  numtur  aotbomed  by  the  aet ;  nor  coald  they  by  oT^nanee 
abrogate  the  doty  whkh  the  atatote  imposed,  to  assen  the  expeaMs  apon  tbe  prop- 
erty beuefited. 

Therefore  tbe  ordhsnte  of  1834,  whieh  atteaspted  to  nleane  tbnt  loarev  of  pay- 
nent  which  alone  is  anthoraed  by  the  law,  was  inralM,  roid  ab  iwiHo;  and  havings 
no  legal  existence,  coald  not  receive  vitality  and  be  kept  In  e^isteoee  by  the  statate 
of  iS37.    {Bhifulander  agt.  The  Mayor,  24  Bwff.  304,) 

2d.  Conceding  that  the  ordinance  bad  legal  exiatenee,  the  efeet  of  the  sfatnte  of 
1837  is  only  to  give  it  the  force  of  law  afatil  repealed. 

It  ie  st31  flfsbject  to  be  repealed  by  the  comnoii  eonnefl.  atkd  they  bare  repealed 
It  as  to  this  hapioremeiit  by  enacting  the  snbseqnent  and  kieonsistent  ordinance^ 
which  coBxaMuidB  the  expeate  thereof  to  be  aa-eseed  •pe«  tke  owaera  of  property 
benefited^ 

II.  Another  objectio*  rahc^r  t<k,  thai  tbe  contract  for  the  work  done  wae  void 
and  conseqaently  no  expense  wae  legally  mearred  themader,  becanse  no  appropria' 
tion  wa»  previonaly  made  covering  the  expense  thereof,  as  reqafred  by  section  29 
of  the  charter,  is  sufficiently  snawered  by  quoting  the  langoage  of  ScmfBKUiND,  J. 
ki  an  opiajon  delivered  in  Febraary,  1867, 1%  ike  matter  ofJvmet  M.  Brown. 

"  That  provision  (of  the  charter)  lelatea  to  expenditnreeof  money  otit  of  tbe  city 
treasury,  and  not  to  expcndkarei  wkkh  are  to  be  charged  to  and  assessed  upon  the 
property  of  indirvidinb, 

"  In  sneh  casev  no  expendHorea  wttnr  nade  out  of  the  tnamry,  aad  ao  appropna' 
liopa  are  secc^sary,  beeaaae  tke  cost  of  each  improvements  is  padd  by  the  ownera 
ef  property  adjohiing,  and  not  by  tbe  pnblic  anthorities.^ 

A  moment's  coasideratioa  shews  the  absolute  hapractfeabxUty  af  applying  that 
proviMon  to  contracts  which  nrast  be  paid  from  assesenente. 

When  tbe  contract  is  mode  there  i»  nothing  to  appropriate,  for  tbe  aaeeaenent  ia 
aot  laid  uotil  tke  work  is  done :  evea  the  anwQnt  of  the  aontiact  is  osascertained 
antil  the  work  is  done  aod  tbe  qciuitities  ascertaHied  by  the  tarveyof's  measure' 
Bicnt. 

lilr  Aaother  objeetieii  raised  ie  that  the  saai  of  |(79aL80  (bekig  3  per  cent)  ia 
charged  for  the  expense  of  makhig  the  entire  asseesmeBt  of  f40,00O  for  the  whole 
knpro^ciaent,  of  which  a  portioa  is  charged  to  peUtloner. 

(a.)  Tke  decision  in  Bedhmxn^t  ecue  (19  Abbott f  245)  waa  not  that  it  was  hnproper 
to  cnarge  the  expenses  ofassearing,  bot  that  the  charges  for  assessing  fabotit  f3500) 
in  that  case  were  proven  to  be  excessive  and  beyond  the  expense  actaally  iapnrred 
therefor.    {See  Andermm^f  PdrniU,  19  Abbott,  2  i7,} 

In  this  case  no  sach  proof  Iv  effered  and  the  court  mast  pre^atoe  the  ekajges  made 
to  be  correct  in  amount 

The  case  of  IfendeQ  agt  BrooiUfn  f29  Btefh,  204)  cited  by  appfllan^  is  net  anala^ 
gous.  There  the  health  oflcer  of  a  city  demanded  extra  eompensa^onf  here  the 
assessors  aek  nothng — the  corporation  seeks  to  be  fehubwsed  the  amount  expended 
in  sostaimng  efScnIe,  whose  exdosive  doty  consists  lb  appertiotftng  these  assese* 
menta. 

{h.)  There  is  ao  proof  in  the  record  presented  to  the  coaxt  that  aay  expense  waa 
incarred  onder  this  amendment  of  the  ordinance. 

(c.)  The  case  shows  that  tbe  assessment  apon  petitioner  amoanted  to  f  1324 ;  the 
amoont  aasessed  open  him,  to  which  the  atteutioa  of  the  ceaM  ia  coBftaad  to  tiiia 
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proceedaof  ^  ie  tKerefere  «oly  $26.48,  aa  anoant  m  inttgat&iaat  that  the  court  flhonld 
discard  iIm  objectioa  ratber  than  inflict «,  great  «iid  almost  leaedilees  disaster  upon 
tbe  oerpoRation  by  a  dedaion  wfaicii  will  T^ftcaie  every  asaeasiBeat  levied  in  tiila  city 
einoe  1859.    **  De  minimis  «•»  curat  lex.'" 

IV.  Tiie  next  objeetiaB  taken  is  that  tiw  oHinanoe  of  July  1-1,  18G4,  amend' 
ing  the  ordiaanoe  of  April  13,  1864  (whiek  last  named  ordinance  originated  tlie  ic 
proveaent)  was  adopted  by  %oth  ^twirds  of  the  ooaaon  eeunctl  on  the  sasie  day  in 
contravention  ot  sections  7  and  )7  of  tlM  dntrter. 

(dt.)  In  wply  to  the  objection,  so  £»  as  it  is  founded  npon  section  7  of  the  chartei , 
It  is  sttffloient  to  say,  that  Che  pahHoation  for  two  days  therein  required,  applies  only 
to  resolntions,  dtc.,  whieh  ^  recommend,^  i,  e.  origini^  an  improvement  lovolvinn^ 
the  appropriation  of  pnblie  money,  i&c.  That  the  amendatory  resdntioa  of  July  14, 
1864,  did  not  originate  ihe  improv«eatent ;  (he  improveroent  had  been  already 
initiated,  and  the  necessity  lor  assessing  the  citiaens  created  by  the  resolntion  ol 
May  19, 1864,  aiid  the  anendatory  reeohition  was  merely  regnlating  the  method  asd 
manner  of  completing  dM  wvriL 

So  far  as  any  otjeetion  to  the  resolntkm  is  founded  upon  section  37  of  the  charter, 
each  olgecUon  is  completdy  refnted  by  the  evidence  in  the  case,  which  shows  that 
the  ordananoe  was  adopted  by  nnanimons  consent,  do  one  objecting,  as  appears  on 
the  record;  ail  who  were  present  mud  voted,  voted  an  fovorof  the  ordinance.  Ic 
does  not  i^peor  that  any  were  present  at  tl>e  tiaie  of  the  v^oto  wiio  did  not  ^rate 
for  it 

V.  Another  objec^on  made  is  that  the  inspeetoi's  certificate  and  snrveyoris  affi- 
xlavit,  required  by  an  orcBdunoe  of  &e  conunon  cenacil,  was  not  attadMd  to  the 
assessment  rofl. 

To  this  ohjeetion  I  answer: 

1  St  Compliance  with  the  ordinance  »  not  essentiai  te  the  vnliAty  of  (besunessBient. 

Tlw  statcto  has  giren  4he  oorp««mtion  power  to  do  the  woric  and  lay  the  assess- 
ment;  it  can  lay  the  assessment,  make  np  the  assessment,  roll  in  ooch  form  and 
flhape  as  is  most  convenient;  the  ordinance  enacted  by  the  ooiporation,  reqnir- 
ing  these  certifteatee  to  be  attached  to  the  amessment  Kst,  is  merely  to  serve 
its  convenience,  and  is  no  part  or  eon£tion  ai  the  exercise  of  the  powers  conferred 
by  the  statete. 

It  is  merely  ^ireetoiy  and  ao»«seentiaL    <  Vide  lMi$  com,  12  A44f6tl,  119.| 

2d.  The  testimony  shove  that  the  ordiDanoe  has  been  sabetantially  complied 
nvith. 

The  inspectoi's  eertlfteates  ane  introdnced  in  evidenee,  dnly  made,  at  the  proper 
time,  and  filed  with  ^be  contract  derk,  instead  of  being  tied  to  the  assessment  roll. 

The  earveyor  also  testified  that  the  amonnt  of  the  work  is  oorreedy  stated  in  the 
certificate  attached  to  the  list 

in  what  manner  are  the  assessed  persons  aggrieved  or  injnred  by  the  filling  of 
these  papers  with  the  clerk,  instead  of  fastening  them  to  tiw  list  9 

3d.  This  objection  Is  too  late. 

it  is  admitted  by  stipnladion  in  the  testimony  that  it  was  not  taken  before  the 
nesessors;  if  it  had  been,  they  conM  easily  and  at  once  have  supplied  the  defect 

Such  irregnlarity,  if  it  Ss  one,  does  not  affect  the  jurisdiction,  and  is  eured  nnlem 
the  objection  is  raised  before  jn^gment.  {Bmkwy  agt  dnuutr^  3  Oomsioek,  511; 
MWef's^Mse^n  Abbott,  12L\    . 

VX  The  objections  raised  by  appellant's  points  VIII,  IX,  X,  XI,  are  the  most 
trivial,  in  fact  and  in  law,  that  the  anxiety  of  property  owners  to  cast  npon  the 
j^ablic  the  burden  of  improving  their  property  has  yet  pressed  upon  the  attention  of 
thocoorL 
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Ut.  The  testimony  shows  aa  matter  of  fact  that  the  friend  and  son  of  the  appli- 
cant have  discovered  fofty  m  fifty  cobble  stonee  that  are  from  oae  to  three  inchea 
larger  than  the  epecificatiofis  require. 

Iq  that  tremendooa  fkct  consists  the  Tiolation  of  the  eootract 

2d.  Whatever  the  fact  be,  the  objection  is  not  available  to  the  pcCitroner  here. 

To  entitle  the  petitioner  to  rriief  under  the  act  of  1858,  fraud  or  irregolaiity  ^*  in 
the  proceedings  relative  to  the  assessment''  mast  be  proven ;  but  fnuids  in  awardinf^ 
the  contract,  or  ascertaining  or  allowmg  the  qnality  of  work  done  ttnder  it^  cannoc 
be  said  to  be  relative  to  the  assessment.  {Say^^  .cater  ^^  Aibottj  53  }  MatUr  •f  80<A 
ttrttl,  31  Hma,  99.) 

VII.  The  appellanfiB  last  point  is,  ^  That  the  individaal  assessors  we  not  named  itt 
the  ordinance  commanding  the  assessments. '^ 

We  reply : 

Is:.  The  record  presented  to  the  eonrt  eontained  no  evidence  tbat  amy  person  m 
nattted,  or  by  any  ordinance  empowered,  to  lay  the  asseesment. 

The  improvement  having  been  directed  by  the  corporation  ordinance  <tf  April  13, 
I  1865,  the  statute  (cAop.  303  Loxt  1859)  charges  upon  the  board  of  assessors  the  duty 

ef  making  the  assessnkent  required  by  law  (jee  Ymleh^nj^f  Law»^  p.  1280),  and  the 
court,  in  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  must  presBBw  tbat  tbe  assessment  ha* 
been  laid  by  the  board  of  assessors. 

VIII.  The  order  ef  the  justice  at  special  term  shouM  be  affirmed. 


By  fihe  court,  Ingraham,  J.  The  provisiona  of  tbft  act  of 
1S58;  in  most  of  the  applications  under  it  for  relief,  are  not 
properly  understood.  They  are  only  intended  to  relieve 
against  fraud  or  legal  irregularity  in  tbe  proceedings  relative 
to  an  assessment  or  the  proceedings  to  collect  the  same. 
Keeping  in  view  the  object  of  the  statute,  it  is  apparent  that 
it  does  not  authorize  any  inquiry  whether  the  work  has  been 
well  done,  or  whether  tbe  contract  has  been  fully  performed, 
or  whether  the  materials  used  are  according  to  the  specifica-^ 
tions,  or  whether  the  common  council  had  all  the  surveys 
and  certificates  of  inspectors,  as  required  by  the  ordinances. 

These  matters  belong  to  the  common  council  as  the  law 
was  formerly  and  now  is,  tbe  board  of  revision,  and  do  not 
come  within  the  provisions  of  this  statute,  except  in  cases 
where  fraud  is  alleged  to  have  been  con^mitted.  This  appU- 
cation  is  not  founded  on  any  allegations  of  fraud,  but  the 
petitioner  seeks  relief  for  the  supposed  legal  irregularities  in 
tlie  proceedings. 

The  first  objection  is,  that  tbe  common  council  have  no 
authority  to  assess  for  repairing:  a  street.     The  power  to 
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assess  the  expense  for  paving  a  street  is  admitted  to  exist 
under  section  175  and  176  of  act  of  1813^  p.  407.  The  sub- 
sequent authority  to  the  common  council  to  repair  the  streets 
aud  employ  persons  therefor  in  sections  193,  194  and  195, 
does  not  prevent  the  charging  the  expense  thereof  to  the 
owner.  Even  if  it  did^  it  would  not  apply  to  this  case  of  an 
enturely  new  pavement^  after  raising  and  altering  the  grade. 
Either  repairing  or  repaving  may  be,  under  these  sections, 
made  a  charge  upon  the  property. 

It  is,  however,  urged  that  the  ordinance  of  the  corporation 
passed  in  1824,  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  streets 
should  be  kept  in  repair  at  the  public  expense  after  they  are 
once  paved  at  the  expense  of  the  owner,  prevents  any  such 
assessment. 

In  Ehindander  agt.  The  Mayors  die.  (24  Hou).  R  p.  304), 
this  question  was  raised,  and  the  justice  expressed  the  opin- 
ion that  the  common  council  could  not  bind  themselves  not 
to  assess  for  such  repaving.  That  case  has  been,  to  some 
extent,  reviewed,  so  far  as  it  held  that  the  common  council 
could  not  impose  part  of  the  expense  of  paving  a  street  on  the 
public ;  and  I  cannot  assent  to  the  doctrine  that  the  common 
council  may  not  provide  by  ordinance  for  repairing  and  re- 
paving streets  at  the  public  expense.  I  do  not,  however, 
consider  it  necessary  to  pass  on  that  question  here,  because 
this  does  not  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  1858. 
It  is  not  an  irregularity  in  the  proceedings  in  making  the 
assessment,  nor  in  collecting  it.  If  the  common  council 
have  made  a  contract  with  the  owner  which  they  now  seek 
to  violate,  the  remedy  is  not  under  this  act. 

That  ordinance  also  applies  only  to  streets  paved  after  its 
passage,  and  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  when  West  street 
was  originally  paved.  The  objection  to  the  ordinance  of 
July,  15,  1864,  is  not  valid ;  it  was  passed  by  both  boards 
on  the  same  day.  That  could  not  be  done,  unless  by  unani- 
mous consent.  The  unanimous  consent  required,  is  the  con- 
.  sent  of  all  the  members  present  at  the  time  .o^  its  passage. 
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This  appears  from  the  fitot  that  no  objection  was  made  at  the 
time,  and  that  all  the  members  present  voted  for  the  ordi- 
nance. Nor  was  it  necessary  to  publish  it  for  two  days  pre- 
viousu  That  was  necessary  when  the  first  ordinance  was 
passed,  but  was  not  necessary  for  its  amendment.  The  ex- 
pense originated  under  the  first  ordinance,  and  a  publication 
then  gave  notice  to  the  owners  of  the  contemplated  improve- 
ment, it  thus  sattisfied  that  requirement  of  the  statute. 

Another  objection  is,  thait  no  appropriation  was  made  by 
law  before  the  contract  was  made  (LatM  ^1857,  ch*  446.) 
It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  this  provision  does  not 
apply  to  cases  where  the  expense  is  charged  upon  the  own- 
ers, and  not  on  the  public  treasury.  The  authority  to  ad- 
vance to  the  contractor  is  under  another  statute^  and  the 
amount  so  advanced  is  refunded  to  the  dty  when  eoUected 
from  the  owners. 

The  other  objections  to  the  mode  of  doing  the  work  and 
the  want  of  proof  annexed  to  the  assessmest  mil,  aane  not 
grounds  for  vacating  tiiis  assessment.  The  stipulation  shows 
the  inspector's  certificates  were  in  the  croton  aqueduct  de- 
partment. 

The  remaining  objection  is,  that  assessors  named  in  the 
ordinance  did  not  make  the  assessment.  The  assessors  had 
been  changed  between  the  passage  of  the  ordrnanoe  and  the 
signing  of  the  assessment  roll.  The  statute  session  1859, 
chapter  302,  directs  the  duty  of  assessmg  to  be  done  by  the 
board  of  assessors  for  the  time  being.  The  ordinance  d^ould 
have  directed  the  assessment  to  be  made  by  the  board,  and 
it  was  unnecessary  to  name  them  individually. 

The  assessment  appears  to  have  been  mads  by  the  board, 
and  there  is  in  this  req>ect  no  irregnlariiy  of  which  the  peti- 
tioner can  complain. 

The  assessors  should  not  have  included  any  charge  for 
making  the  assessment.  The  allowaace  of  two  per  cent  for 
making  the  assessment  is  no  longer  a  legal  charge* 

I  have  heretofore  expressed  this  opinion  that,  as  the  amount 
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\rB8  v^ery  small,  I  did  not  consider  it  advisable  to  vacate  an 
asseBsment  in  all  other  rejects  valid. 

The  bo£ffd  should  not  include  such  a  charge ;  and  if  per- 
sisted in,  the  court  will  feel  bound  to  grant  relief  from '  it  in 
cases  which  shall  herelsifter  be  brought  before  it. 

The  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


•  »• 


N.  Y,  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

WiLLUU  H.  Masterson  and  others  agt.  Arthur  Short  and 

eleven  others. 

The  eommon  oonncil  of  the  city  of  New  York  hvtB  power  to  create,  by  ordSnance, 

pablic  kackwBj/  coach  standi. 
Soch  ofdinanoe,  however,  U  no  defenee  to  an  action  brought  to  restrain  an  improper 

oae  thereof,  by  blocking  np  a  street,  creating  a  private  noiaence,  so  that  a  person 

is  prevented  from  having  firee  access  to  and  from  his  property.    {See  decinon  8.  (7. 

23  Bow.  Pr.  B,  481.) 

Special  Term^  January^  1868. 

PtfAiNTiFFS,  as  cO'partnerS;  brought  suit  against  the  defend- 
ants to  perpetually  restrain  them  from  standing  their  hoises 
and  coaches  m  front  of  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  at  the  north- 
west comer  of  the  Seventh  avenue  and  Fifty-ninth  street. 
The  plaintiflS  are  the  lessees  of  and  carry  on  the  livery  stable 
business  on  said  premises.  The  defendants  carry  on  the  same 
business  with  their  hacks,  and  stand  them  on  a  line  on  thd 
Seventh  avenue  from  Fifty-eighth  to  Fifty-ninth  street,  so 
that  there  remained  no  opening  for  the  plaintiffs  to  drive 
their  horses  into  and  out  of  their  premises.  These  acts  the 
plaintiffi  claimed  to  be  a  private  nuisance.  The  defendants 
Justify  under  an  ordinance  of  the  common  council^  making 
that  block  a  public  hacTcney  coach  stand. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  action,  a  motion  for  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  was  made;  and  denied  by  Judge  Jokes. 
{See  83  How.  Pr.  B.  481.) 
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The  case  was  tried  on  its  merits  before  Judge  Babbocb, 
without  a  jury,  and  he  ordered  judgment  for  the  plaintiffi^ 
perpetually  enjoining  them^  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint. 

Alex.  H.  Reavey,  for  plaintiffs. 

L  That  the  plaintiib  can  maintain  this  action :  see  PieopU  agt  OHnninghamf  1 
Dmio.SQi;  WetMvreagLStortfr^Bar^ilii  Gilbert  agL MickU,  i Scme{f,  Ok, 257 ; 
Milhau  agt  Sharp,  28  Barb,  228.  ^ 

II.  That  the  acts  of  which  the  plaintiflb  complain  constitute  a  nnisance,  and  which 
a  court  of  equity  will  enjoin.  {Sm  People  agt  Ounninghainf  1  Denio,  SS4 ;  Wetmort 
agt  Story,  22  Barb.  414 ;  Gilbert  agt  MickU,  i  Sandf,  CL  35t.) 

What  is  a  naisauoe  T  It  is  *'  anything  that  worketh  hwrt,  inconvenience,  a  dam- 
age  "  (3  BlaeL  C<m.  215 ;  2  Bitkap  tm  Cfrvmeif  $  848) ;  and  that  it  is  equiyalent  to 
torts  (3  Stark.  Ev.  979 ;  2  Green,  Ev.  $  465). 

That  an  obetrocUon  in  the  highway,  similar  to  that  of  which  the  plaintiib  com- 
plain,  is  a  nuisance.  [Set  GreatUy  agt  Codling,  2  Bing.  263;  CoU  agt  Sproul,  35 
Maine,  161 ;  Ptople  agt  Owtninffkam,  1  Denio,  524.) 

III.  That  this  is  a  case  in  which  an  injunction  should  issue,  see  People  agt  Ctm- 
%ingham,  I  Demo,  524,  vkiek  it  directly  in  point 

IV.  As  to  whether  this  action  can  be  maintained  against  the  defendants  T 

(a.)  If  the  defendants  repeatedly  committed  tlu  tame  wrong,  though  at  different  times 
and  not  collectively  or  jointly,  an  injunction  can  issue  against  all  to  restrain  in 
futuro, 

(6.)  Even  if  but  one  of  the  defendants  commit  the  wrong,  and  the  others  participate 
therein  and  claim  a  common  right  so  to  do,  they  have  of  course  an  interett,  and  am 
properly  made  parties. 

(c-)  A  judgment  can  be  rendered  against  some  of  the  defendants  and  in  fovor  of 
others.    {See  2  BilHard  on  Tortt,  p.  462,  464 ;  1  ChUty  on  Pleadingt,  p.  86.) 

{d.)  The  defendants  claim  they  have  a  right  to  stand  their  coaches  where  com- 
plained of,  and  have  a  teveral  end  joint  interest  in  the  result  of  this  case,  and  are  pro- 
perly made  parties  under  the  Code.  (I  Daniels  CK  Pr.  306.)  And  in  the  same 
book,  at  page  200  {marginal  338),  the  rule  is  laid  down  that,  if  an  interest  is  to  be 
defeated  or  diminished  by  the  plaintiflb'  claim,  all  persons  having  any  interest  in  the 
subject  matter  are  proper  parties  to  the  action. 

y.  It  is  not  necessary  to  aver  or  prove  a  combination  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants ;  it  is  sufficient  if  they  all  unite  in  doing  the  same  thing. 

1st  The  complainant  charges  that  the  dtfendantt  viMfuMy  and  wickedly  did  thtt 
acts  complained  of. 

2d.  Tlie  evidence  established  that  the  defendaaUt  systematically  and  pereittently  stood 
their  coaches,  and  claimed  the  right  to  do  so. 

The  averment  in  the  pleading  and  the  prooji  are  consistent,  and  establish  ik  concert 
or  unity  of  action  on  the  part  of  the  defendants. 

Webster  thus  defines  the  word  wickedly:  **  In  a  manner  or  with  motives  and  designs 
contrary  to  the  divine  law ;  viciously ;  corruptly."  And  he  defines  wH^fiUly  as  "by 
design;  with  tet  purpoeet." 

From  this,  it  is  clear  that  we  charge  all  the  defendants  with  tet  purpotti,  vidoQslj 
doing  the  acts  charged ;  and  it  is  claimed  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  use  the  word 
**  combined  "  to  make  the  defeudans  jointly  liable. 

The  £act8  required  by  the  Code  lo  be  stated  in  pleadings  are  such  fitcts  aa  wer» 
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required  to  be  stated  in  pleadings  at  the  common  law ;  that  is,  wuafjU  facts,  facts 
sssential  to  the  canse  of  action  or  defense,  and  not  those  facta  and  circunuUnuxt  whiA 
nere/y  go  to  ettahluh  such  essential  facts.    [Knowlea  agt.  Gee,  8  Bat-h.  300.) 

The  provision  of  the  Code,  declaring  that  when  parties  are  numerous,  and  it  is 
impracticable  to  bring  them  all  before  the  court,  one  or  more  may  sue  or  defend  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wnole,  applies  vndiacriminaiel^  to  all  actions,  whether  they  involre 
questions  of  common  interest  or  not    {^sKenzie-eLgL  I/AmoreauXj  11  Barb.  516.) 

In  actions  of  tort,  one  of  two  defendants  pleading  separately  may  be  acquitted, 
when  the  jury  cannot  agree  respecting  the  other.  (Thatcher  agt.  Jones,  31  Maine, 
&i8.) 

The  Code  allows  a  several  judgment  to  be  entered  whenever  a  several  suit  might 
have  been  brought    (Parker  agt.  Jackson,  16  Barb.  33.) 

Where  u  separate  action  against  one  or  sevei-al  of  a  greater  number  of  defendants 
might  have  been  maintained,  a  several  or  separate  judgment  is  proper.  {Harrington 
agt  Bighorn,  15  B^rb.  524,) 

Where  defendants,  in  an  action  of  trespa8s»;)20QK{  jeiwa%,  and  plaintiff  takes  issue 
on  the  pleas  of  two  of  Uiern,  goes  to  trial  and  obtains  judgment  against  them,  with- 
out replying  to  the  plea  or  disposing  of  the  other  defendants  on  the  record,  the  Judg- 
ment  is  Tiot  on  that  account  reversible.    {Criner  agt.  Brewer,  13  Ark.  225.) 

In  actions  ex  delicto,  judgment  may  be  rendered  against  one  defendant,  though  others 
he  aerpiitted.    {Borris  agt.  Preston,  5  JBng.  201.) 

In  an  action  of  tort,  a  recovery  may  be  had  against  apart  of  the  d^endants.  (Milne 
ag:.  Bttber,  3  McLean,  212,) 

Where,  in  trespass  againitt  several,  there  was  a  general  verdict  against  all,  it  was 
held  competent  for  the  jury,  on  being  called  back  after  leaving  the  court  room,  to 
correct  the  verdict  by  finding  against  part  only.  (Prussel  agt  Knowles,  4  How.  Miss, 
90.) 

One  of  the  great  principles  upon  which  courts  of  equity  generally  require  all  par- 
ties, who  are  known  and  within  reach  of  its  jurisdiction,  to  be  made  parties,  is  to 
prevent  future  litigation  and  take  away  multiplicity  of  suits.  (MandevilU  agt.  Bigt/s, 
2  Peters,  ^BQ.) 

Several  persons  may  be  ioined  as  defendants  in  a  suit,  though  claiming  distinct 
rights,  if  they  have  a  common  interest  centering  in  the  point  in  issue  in  the  cause. 
{Felfoics  agt.  Fellows,  4  Cow,  682.) 

Two  or  more  persons,  having  Separate  and  dutinet  tenements  which  are  injured  or 
rentlered  uninhabitable  by  a  common  nuisance,  or  which  ore  rendered  less  valuable 
by  a  private  nuisance,  which  is  a  common  injury  to  the  tenements  of  both,  may  join 
ii<  a  ffuit  to  restrain  such  nuisance.    (Jfurray  agt  Bay,  1  Barb.  Ch.  59.) 

Where  A.  erected  a  nuisance  and  leased  the  premises  to  B ,  who  sub-let  to  C,  and 
Tie  sub-let  to  D  ,  all  should  be  made  parties  to  a  bill  to  reitrain  the  nuisance.  (Brady 
mgL  Weeks,  3  Barb.  157.) 

All  persons  interested  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation  should  be  made  parties 
to  a  bill  in  equity.    (Neely  agt  Anderson,  2  Strobh.  Bq.  262.) 

The  principle  of  equity,  in  respect  to  parties,  is,  that  all  persons  interested  in  the 
svljecl  of  a  suit  ought  to  be  before  the  court,  so  as  to  be  concluded  by  the  adjudica- 
tion, and  to  avoid  the  vexation  and  expense  of  further  litigation  of  the  same  matt«r 
by  a  party  in  interest  who  has  been  omitted.  ( Van  Bom  agt  Buekworth,  7  Ired.  Eq, 
S61.) 

An  action  on  the  case  in  the  nature  of  a  oonspiracy  will  lie  against  one ;.  or,  if 
brought  against  many,  all  may  be  acquitted  but  one.  (Ikison  agt.  Westbrook,  2  Murphy 
329.) 

80  it  has  been  held  indictable  for  a  party  to  exhibit  at  the  winduws  of  his  shop,  ia 
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a  public  street,  effigies,  and  thereby  attract  a  crowd  to  look  at  them,  which  causes 
the  footway  to  be  obstmcted,  so  that  the  pablic  cannot  pass  as  they  onght  to  do;  and 
that  it  is  not  at  all  essential  that  the  effigies  should  be  libelous,  for  the  gravamai  of 
the  charge  is  the  caosing  the  footway  to  be  obstrooted ;  and  it  seems  to  be  inunaterial 
whether  the  crowd  consisted  of  idle,  disorderly  and  dissolate  persons  or  not.  [Bex 
agt  CcurlitU,  6  Car.  d&  Pa.  636 ;  3  Oraham  A  WaUrman  oit  iVcw  TriaUy  129a) 

In  an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy,  it  is  not  necessary  to  use  the  words  "  conspire, 
combine,  confederate  or  agree  together."  (I  Oalbett  Crim.  Law,  253;  i  Deacon 
Orim.  Law,  209.) 

Several  may  be  joined,  though  they  have  acted  tqtarafely,  if  the  grievance,  e,  g.,  the 
nuiiOMie,  is  the  resnlt  of  all  their  acta.  {Bex  agt.  Staffcrd  and  others,  I  B,  d  Aid. 
871.) 

Sergeant  Ta{/burd  says  this  is  the  more  unal  and  convenient  course,  though  a  dis. 
tinct  indictment  might,  in  point  of  law,  be  maintained  against  each.  {Bex  agt 
AtHfuon  et  aL  Ld.  Baymand,  1248 ;       Soli,  32 ;  Com,  agt  HarUg^  7  Met  462.) 

Ira  Shafer,  James  H.  Colehak  and  J.  C.  Shaw^  for  all 
the  d^mdants. 

Barbour^  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  restrain  the  defend- 
ants from  using  the  street  and  avenue  in  front  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' livery  stable  as  a  stand  for  their  hackney  coaches^  and 
for  damages.  The  defendants  justify  under  a  license  of  the 
corporation  of  New  York,  setting  apart  and  designating  the 
portion  of  the  street  and  avenue  in  question  as  a  hackney 
coach  stand. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  defendants^  and  also  the 
plaintiffs^  stand  their  carriages^  while  waiting  for  fares,  along 
the  entire  front  of  the  stables  of  the  latter,  and  that,  as  one 
carriage  is  withdrawn,  the  others  move  up  and  fill  the  space, 
so  that  there  is  always  a  continuous  line  of  carriages  in  front 
of  the  plaintifis'  passage  way  for  vehicles  into  and  from  their 
stables.  The  injury  caused  to  the  latter  by  this  seems  to  be 
quite  small,  but  not  sufficiently  so,  I  think,  to  fall  within  the 
maxim  '^de  minimis  non  cw*at  lea.^  Indeed,  the  only  injury 
sustained  by  the  pkdntifis  for  which  they  can  have  a  remedy 
in  this  action  is  that  which  is  caused  by  the  detention  of 
their  coaches  when  about  to  leave  or  enter  their  premises, 
long  enough  to  permit  an  opening  to  be  made  in  the  line  by 
the  withdiawal  of  one  or  more  of  the  carriages,  which  has 
always  been  done  upon  their  request. 
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Undoubtedly,  the  corporate  authorities  of  the  city  of  New 
York  have  power  under  the  charter  (if^  indeed,  it  can  be 
said,  after  the  recent  decisions  of  our  highest  court,  that  a 
charter  is  still  in  eidstence)  to  license  hackney  coaches,  and 
designate  such  portions  of  the  streets  of  the  city  for  the 
standing  places  thereof  as  they  see  fit.  But  they  are  bound 
to  exercise  that  power  with  reasonable  discretion.  No  ordi** 
nance  of  the  corporation  can  lawfully  authorize  the  creation 
of  a  private  nuisance,  and  it  follows  that  no  such  ordinance 
will  justify  him  who  creates  one. 

The  continual  blocking  up  of  the  only  doorway  of  the 
plaintiff'  stables  is  certainly  a  nuisance,  ^'a  thing  that  work- 
eth  hurt"  to  them;  and  it  is  none  the  less  so  by  reason  of 
the  letter  of  the  ordinance  which  confers  upon  the  owners 
of  public  hacks  the  right  thus  to  use  that  portion  of  the 
streets. 

The  plaintifis  must  have  judgment  perpetually  restraining 
the  defendants  from  obstructing  the  passage  way  in  question, 
with  costs. 

As  I  am  unable  to  determine  from  the  evidence  what 
amount  of  pecuniary  damage  has  been  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, I  can  make  no  direction  as  to  that,  except  to  say  that, 
if  they  desire  it,  they  may  take  a  reference  to  ascertain  what 
damages  they  have  sustained  by  the  obstruction  to  their  pas- 
sage way. 

The  decree  will  be  settled  before  me,  if  necessary,  on  two 
days'  notice. 


trf*  ■  ■ 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

The  PEOHiE  0^  THE  State  op  New  York,  respondents  agt* 

James  M^  RatmosI))  appellant. 

The  office  of  commMoner  of  taxes  in  the  city  of  Kw  York,  u  at  present  eonetiinted, 
•ompriMt  the  official  datlee  and  ftmctiona  of  officers  ezlitiug  at  (1m  time  the  eoi» 
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stitution  of  1846  was  adopted,  which  were  then  performed  by  ward  assessors  and 

the  board  of  assessors  of  the  city. 
The  act  of  the  legislature  of  1867,  vesting  the  appointment  of  these  tax  commission* 

ers  in  the  governor  and  senate,  is  wnconstt^tntional  and  void. 
These  commissioners  of  taxes  are  cUtf  ojfieen,  and  mast  be  elected  or  appointed  in  the 

mode  the  constitution  provides,  to  wit:  **by  the  electors  oi  soch  city  or  of  some 

division  thereof,  or  appointed  by  saeh  authorities  thereof  as  the  legislature  shall 

deiigiMite  for  that  purpose." 


January  Term^  1868. 

This  is  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto^  brought 
against  James  M.  Raymond,  a  commissioner  of  taxes  and 
assessments  in  the  city  of  New  York,  an  office  to  which  he 
was  appointed  by  the  governor  of  the  state  of  New  York,  by 
&nd  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate,  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
state  of  New  York,  passed  April  17,  1867  {ch.  410  Laws  of 
1867).  The  only  question  presented  for  the  consideration 
of  the  court  is  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  referred  to. 

The  j  udge  at  special  term,  in  New  York,  decided  that  the 
act  referred  to  was  valid,  and  affirmed  the  right  of  the  defend 
ant  to  the  office. 

This  udgment  was  reversed  at  the  general  term  and  a 
new  trial  ordered. 

The  opinion  of  the  general  term  is  as  follows : 

New  York  January  Term^  1868. 

By  the  court^  Leonabd,  P.  J.  The  new  duties  directed  to 
be  performed  by  the  tax  commissioners  under  the  act  of 
1850,  and  since  that  time  by  the  act  of  1857  and  other  acts, 
are  merely  incidents  and  colorable  additions  to  the  duties 


*  KoTB.  It  is  understood  that  the  last  legislature  (1868)  passed  an  act  vesting 
the  appointing  power  of  these  commissions  in  the  comptroller  of  the  city  of  New 
York.  This  aet  has  not  been  made  public  as  yet;  but  if  its  provisions  are  the  same 
as  t^ose  contained  in  a  similar  act  passed  by  the  legislature  in  1859,  authorizing  the 
comptroller  to  appoint  the  commissioners,  such  an  act  will  be  re<)oired  at  every  suc- 
ceeding appointment  by  the  comptroller,  under  the  decision  of  this  court  in  PeopU 
ex  reL  Brown  agt  Woodruff  92  JT,  F.  JB.  355;  S.  O.  29  ffow.  JV.  £.  203;  which 
held  that  the  power  of  appointment  by  the  comptroller  became  exhausted  after  the 
first  exercise  of  it— Rcp. 
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before  these  dates  for  a  long  time  appertaining  to  the  office 
of  assessors  of  taxes. 

From  1850,  when  the  board  of  tax  commissioners  was 
created,  until  the  act  of  April  17,  1867,  the  commissioners 
were  appointed  by  the  board  of  supervisors  or  by  the  comp- 
troller of  the  city  of  New  York,  local  authorities  elected  by 
the  people  of  that  city.  The  change  in  the  appointing 
power  from  the  supervisors  to  the  comptroller  made  no  in- 
fraction of  the  constitution,  because  those  officers  are  elected 
by  the  people  of  the  city  within  which  the  commissioners 
are  to  perform  their  duties.  By  the  act  of  1867,  the  com- 
missioners of  taxes  and  assessments  are  to  be  appointed  by 
the  governor,  an  officer  elected  by  the  people  of  the  whole 
state'  of  New  York.  It  requires  no  argument  to  demonstrate 
that  the  latter  act  is  in  plain  violation  of  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  section  2,  article  10,  of  the  constitution  of  this  state.  The 
change  in  the  name,  with  the  continuation  of  the  same  pow- 
ers and  the  additioa  of  certain  new  duties  and  functions  not 
before  found  necessary  to  the  administration  of  the  office, 
does  not  amount  to  a  creation  of  a  new  office.  Every  office 
now  filled  by  the  people  of  the  city  of  New  York  may,  by 
legislation,  have  some  new  power  or  duty  conferred,  which, 
with  the  same  reason  and  justice,  it  might  be  claimed,  per- 
mitted a  change  in  the  term  and  power  of  appointment,  so 
that  the  governor  of  the  state,  instead  of  the  people  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  or  some  authority  elected  by  them, 
should  fill  all  the  offices  of  that  city.  The  plaintiffs  are  en- 
titled to  judgment  of  ouster,  &c.,  against  the  defendant,  and 
the  judgment  appealed  from  must  be  reversed  with  costs  to 
the  appellants,  * 

From  this  order  the  present  appeal  is  taken. 

M.  B.  Champlin,  attorney  general^  and  Henry  H.  An-* 

DEHSON,  far  respondents* 
W.  P.  Allen,  Waldo  Hutchins  and  John  H.  Ret- 

NOLDS,  for  appellant 


X76  ^^^  XOBK  PBA.OTIOB  BEPOBT& 

Poople  igu  Baymond. 

G&ovSBy  J.  This  is  an  action  in  the  natur^of  a  quo  wcsr^ 
rantOf  brought  by  the  attorney  general^  to  determine  the 
title  of  the  appellant  to  the  office  of  comminioner  of  taxes 
and  assessments  of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York.  The 
appellant  was  duly  appointed  to  such  office  by  the  governor) 
with  the  consent  of  the  senate,  pursuant  to  section  1,  chap* 
ter  4169  Laics  1/  1667  {p.  981),  and  has  duly  qualified  ao« 
cording  to  the  requirements  of  said  act.  His  right  to  the 
office,  therefore,  depends  upon  the  constitutionality  of  said  act* 
It  is  claimed  by  the  counsel  of  the  req)ondents  that  the  act  iu 
question  is  in  conflict  with  section  2,  article  10,  of  the  consti'* 
tution,  and»  therefore,  void*  That  section  provides  that  all 
county  officers  whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  provided 
for  by  this  constitution  shall  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  the 
respective  counties,  or  appointed  by  the  boards  of  supervisees, 
or  other  county  authorities,  as  the  legislature  shall  direct.  All 
city,  town,  and  village  officers  whose  election  or  appointment 
is  not  provided  for  by  this  conatitutiou  shall  be  elected  by  the 
electors  of  such  cities,  towns  and  villages,  or  of  some  divi- 
sion thereof,  or  iq[ipointed  by  such  authorities  tbere(^  as  the 
legislature  shall  designate  for  thikt  purpose.  All  other  offi- 
cers whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  provided  for  by 
this  constitution,  and  all  officers  whose  offices  may  hereafter 
be  created  by  law,  shall  be  elected  by  the  people,  or  ap- 
pointed, as  the  leg^tuire  nuiy  direct  There  is  no  question 
but  that  the  office  in  question  ia  eobclusive^  a  city  office.  To 
determine  whether  the  act  in  question  is  constitutional  BeJhr 
a$  the  power  of  appointment  is  thereby  vested  in  the  gov- 
ernor, with  the  consent  of  the  senate,  it  is  neoesstiry  to  dster<« 
mine  whether  the  office  in  substance  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  present  constitution ;  and  if  found  npt 
so  existing,  then  the  further  question  whether  city,  town 
and  county  offices  subsequently  created  may  be  filled  in.  any 
mode  prescribed  by  the  legislature.  To  determine  the  first 
question,  it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  the  functions  and  dntiea 
of  the  office  in  question.     Thus,  upon  examination  of  the 
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act  in  qaestioQ  (the  act  of  1859^  page  678,  the  acts  of  1857 
and  1850),  and  the  previous  legislation,  these  will  be  found 
to  consist  of  power  to  appoint  deputies,  clerks,  &c.,  who, 
together  with  the  officers  in  question,  by  performing  the 
varioua  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  are  to  make  an 
assessment  of  all  the  property  liable  to  taxation  in  the  city 
for  municipal  and  state  purposes.  To  correct  the  rolls  of 
such  assessments,  and  to  equalize  the  same,  and  to  preserve 
such  rolls  in  an  office  to  be  kept  by  them,  and  deliver  the 
same  to  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  levy  the  taxes  upon  such 
rolls,  authorized  upon  the  property  of  the  city.  It  is  neces- 
sary, also,  to  inquire  whether  the  like  functions  were  per- 
formed by  any  officers  prior  to  the  existing  constitution. 
This  all  know  must  have  been  so,  as  taxation  upon  property 
is  not  wholly  of  modem  origin,  but  has  existed  at  intervals 
for  state  purposes,  and  at  all  tunes  for  municipal  purposes, 
since  the  existence  of  the  state,  and  there  must  necessarily 
have  been  at  all  times  some  mode  by  which  a  valuation  of 
the  property  liable  to  taxation  was  made  by  public  author- 
ity, as  a  basis  upon  which  taxes  were  apportioned  among  its 
owners.  An  examination  of  the  statutes  in  force  at  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution,  will  show  that  such  valuation 
was  then  made  by  assessors  chosen  by  the  electors  of  the 
reepective  wards  of  the  city,  two  in  each  ward.  That  these 
ward  assessors  were  required  to  assess  all  the  taxable  prop- 
erty in  their  respective  wards;  and  when  this  was  com- 
pleted, they  were  all  required  to  meet  together  as  a  board, 
and  when  so  met,  to  compare,  equalize,  and  correct  all  the 
assessment  rolls  of  the  city ;  and  when  completed,  the  asses- 
sors were  to  deliver  the  same  to  those  whose  duty  it  was  to 
apportion  the  taxes  required  to  be  collected  upon  the  basis 
of  such  valuation. 

Thus  it  appears  that  precisely  the  same  essential  functions 
were  performed  in  making,  equalizing,  correcting  and  deliv- 
ering the  assessment  rolls  by  the  ward  assessors,  at  the  time 
of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  that  were  contemplated 
Voifc  XXXV  12 
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to  be  performed  by  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and  assess- 
ments by  the  act  in  question ;  that;  although  the  names  of 
the  officers  and  their  mode  of  appointment  have  been 
changed;  the  result  to  be  accomplished  by  the  one  is  identi- 
cal with  that  of  the  other.  But  it  is  argued  on  the  part  of 
the  appellant,  that  additional  powers  have  been,  conferred 
and  additional  duties  imposed  upon  the  commissioners.  This 
is  true ;  they  are  to  keep  an  office  during  the  entire  year,  in 
which  the  rolls  are  to  be  kept  for  inspection ;  they  ai*e  to 
procure  and  preserve  maps  of  the  lots  in  the  city ;  to  keep 
a  record  of  the  building  permits ;  to  them  power  is  given  to 
insert  in  the  rolls  property  which  has  been  omitted;  and  to 
do  some  other  acts,  none  of  which  were  required  of  the 
assessors,  and  which  they  were  not  authorized  to  do.  But 
an  examination  of  these  new  duties  and  powers  will  show 
that  they  are  all  such  as  are  calculated  to  facilitate  and  the 
better  enable  them  to  perform  the  same  essential  duty  per- 
formed by  the  assessors — ^that  is;  of  perfecting  a  valuation 
of  the  property  as  a  basis  of  taxation.  Such  additional  facil- 
ities in  the  performance  of  the  same  duties^  surely  cannot 
make  them  new  officers  in  the  sense  of  the  constitution. 

If  they  can  thus  be  made  neW;  the  section  of  the  constitu- 
tion  above  quot^  may  readily  be  made  a  mere  nullity.  ] 
am  far  from  conceding  that  it  would  be  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  take  from  the  city  all  control  over  the  assess- 
ment of  the  property  of  the  city  for  purposes  of  taxation  and 
vest  this  power  in  the  central  authonty,  by  conferring  pow- 
ers upon  the  officers  or  boards,  upon  which  they  conferred 
it  over  other  subjects,  and  imposing  duties  upon  them  en- 
tirely foreign  to  those  of  making  the  assessment.  The  plain 
intention  of  the  section  of  the  constitution  in  question^  was 
to  preserve  to  localities  the  control  of  the  official  functions 
of  which  they  were  then  possessed ;  and  this  control  was 
carefully  preserved  consistent  with  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  moke  needful  changes  by  restricting  the  power  of 
appointment  of  other  officers  to  perform  the  same  functions 
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to  the  people,  or  some  authority  of  the  locality.  Any  other 
construction  would  render  the  section  in  question,  when  ap- 
plied to  the  cities  of  the  state,  substantially  nugatory.  It  is 
not  enough  that'  the  name  of  the  officer  is  changed  or  the 
powers  enlarged,  to  authorize  the  legislature  to  confer  upon 
the  governor  the  appointment  of  officers  to  discharge  the 
duties  performed  by  city  officers  at  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution* 

This  accords  with  the  reasoning  of  the  prevailing  opinion 
in  The  People  agt  Draper  (15.  N.  T.  IL  632),  and  also  with 
that  of  other  cases,  although  the  precise  point  has  never 
been  decided  by  this  court.  It  is  insisted  that  the  assessors 
elected  by  the  wards  of  the  city  were  not  city  officers.  It 
will  be  seen,  by  the  act  of  1830,  that  they  not  only  assessed 
the  property  of  their  respective  wards,  but  all  were  required 
to  meet  as  a  board  and  act  upon  and  perfect  all  the  rolls  of 
the  city.  This  clearly  made  them  city  officers  within  the 
meaning  of  the  constitution.  The  acts  of  1859,  1857  and 
1850,  gave  the  power  of  appointment  of  the  commissioners 
to  some  local  authority  of  the  city,  and  thus  preserved  the 
local  control  over  the  subject.  The  act  of  1867  vests  the 
appointment  in  the  governor  and  the  senate,  and  thus  de- 
prives the  city  of  all  local  control  of  the  assessment  of  the 
property  of  the  people  for  the  purposes  of  taxation.  It  thus 
deprives  the  people  of  the  city  of  a  right  secured  to  them  by 
the  constitution,  and  is  therefore  void.  This  renders  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  question — whether  the  legislature  can  provide 
for  the  appointment  to  a  city  office,  created  after  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  in  any  mode  deemed  best  for  the 
public  interest — ^unnecessary,  for  the  reason  that  the  office  in 
question  was  not  so  created  within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
stitution. I  will  simply  remark  that  this  question  was  de- 
cided in  The  People  agt.  Pinchney  et  al  (32  N.  Y.  R.  377)  in 
which  it  was  held  that  this  power  was  possessed  by  the  legis- 
lature. The  question  was  not  at  all  discussed,  but  it  was 
assumed  that  it  had  been  decided  in  the  same  way  in  ITie 
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Teople  agt.  Draper  {^prd).  A  slight  examination  will  show 
that  there  was  no  such  question  decided  in  the  latter  case. 
It  was  there  held  that  the  officers  in  question  were  not  city 
officers  in  any  constitutional  sense,  but  officers  of  the  district 
created  by  the  act ;  consequently,  this  question  was  not  at 
all  in  the  case;  and  all  that  was  said  in  relation  to  it  was 
entirely  oftifer.  Whether  the  question,  under  the  circum- 
stances, would  be  considered  open  in  this  court,  cannot  now 
be  determined. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed. 

The  court  held,  in  this  case,  that  the  office  of  commis- 
sioner of  taxes,  as  at  present  constituted,  comprises  the  offi- 
cial duties  and  functions  of  officers  existing  at  the  time  the 
constitution  was  adopted ;  and  that  the  act  of  the  legislature, 
vesting  their  appointment  in  the  governor,  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  senate,  is  unconstitutional 
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Addison  W.  Seymour,  respondent  agt.  Ulysses  H.  Cook, 

appellant. 

lAMLitif  of  Innkee^.'^k  gixest,  with  bis  team  of  two  hone*  and  wagon,  ttopped  at 
a  Tillage  tavern,  and  alter  having  bad  hia  borBes  put  in  the  bam  and  fed,  and  hav- 
ing bimself  taken  dinner,  and  paid  bis  bill  for  tbe  whole,  requested  the  innkeeper 
to  get  hia  horses ;  the  latter  told  him  to  go  on  and  be  hitching  op,  and  he  (the  inn« 
keeper)  would  be  out  in  »  few  minutes ;  the  guest  went  to  the  bam,  put  the  head 
stalls  on  the  horses,  and  was  getting  them  out ;  and  while  doing  so  the  innkeeper 
arrived  there ;  bat  before  the  innkeeper  arrived  at  tbe  bam  two  men  rode  up  in  a 
buggj,  unhitched  their  stallion  horse  and  placed  him  in  a  stall  between  those 
occupied  by  the  guest's  horses  and  the  outer  door. 

Tbe  guest  led  one  of  his  horses  oat  of  the  door  for  the  purpose  of  hitching  on  to  the 
wagon ;  and  the  other  horse  followed  on,  as  he  was  accustomed  to  do,  and  when 
passing  the  stall  where  the  stallion  stood,  received  a  kick  from  him  which  broke 
its  leg  and  rendered  it  entirely  worthless,  so  that  it  became  neeessarj  to  kill  it : 

JSUd,  that  the  innkeeper  was  liable.  Tbe  relation  of  landlord  and  guesit  had  not  ter- 
minated ;  the  horses  were  still  on  his  premises  and  in  his  bam ;  the  guest  was  onl  j 
doing  for  the  innkeeper,  and  with  his  assent,  what  it  was  his  duty  to  have  done. 
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Syracuse  General  Temty  January y  1868. 

Before  Morgan,  Bacon  and  Poster,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  a 
verdict  at  the  Onondaga  circuit,  held  before  the  Hon.  L.  R. 
Morgan,  Justice,  in  June,  1867. 

The  action  was  brought  against  the  defendant  as  an  inn- 
keeper, to  recover  the  value  of  a  horse  which  was  injured 
while  in  his  stable.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  for  $140,  being  its  value,  as  proved;  upon  which 
judgment  was  rendered,  and  the  defendant  appealed  to  this 
court    The  material  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

John  Mollot,  for  appdlant. 

L  The  relation  of  iimkeeper  and  guest  had  terminated  before  the  injury  waa  done. 
{IngalAee  agt  Wood,  33  N.  F.  577.) 

(a.)  The  servant  had  paid  hial)!!!  and  had  taken  poesession  of  the  team. 

(6.)  He  did  not  recognize  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  interfere  with  or  control  the 
team.  He  declined  to  accede  to  tlie  defendant's  request  that  he  should  wait  until  the 
cause  of  the  danger  could  be  removed. 

IL  Though  the  liability  of  the  innkeeper  with  respeet  to  a  guest  is  that  of  an 
insurer,  yet,  if  the  guest  himself  takes  the  responsibility  of  caring  for  and  controlling 
the  property, .and  declines  to  accede  to  the  reasonable  request  of  the  landlord  with 
respect  to  its  protection*  be  can  no  longer  daim  that  the  tnkeeper  is  an  insurer,  and 
he  mwBt  bear  his  own  loss,  it  being  the  result  of  his  own  negligence.  { WiUon  agt. 
Balpvn,  30  Haw.  P^.  i2.  124 ;  Saunders  agt  Spencer,  Dyer,  266,  b;  Caylea  Com,  8 
Chht,  33,  a;  Burgeu  agt  Clement,  4  M.  S  S.  306 ;  Bicfinumd  agt  Sautk,  8  ffam.  ^ 
even.  9;  Fa*  Wyci  ag^  ffoward,  U  Mow,  Pt,  R,  151 ;  ffuleU  AgL  Smith,  33  ^r.  T. 
U.  571.) 

The  request  to  cnarge,  at  folio  86  of  the  case,  was  intended  to  and  subetantially 
dses  present  tbe  qoestion  as  to  whetiier  the  defendant,  ander  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  was  an  insurer. 

III.  The  defendant  can  in  no  case  be  charged  in  damage,  if  the  loss  happen  through 
ifae  negIe<A  of  the  gaest^  or  from  his  refusal  to  obey  the  directions  of  tbe  inkeeper. 
{Hvldt  agt  Swiffi,  33  N,  T,  B,  571 ;  Pterrit  agt  Coleman,  21  N.  T,  J2L  111,  117,  and 
cata  cited.) 

It  is  not  neeessary  that  the  plaintifr  should  haw  been  guilty  of  gross  negligcnccu 
It  is  sufficient  that  he  did  net  wait  when  apprised  of  the  danger. 

It  is  impossible  to  conceal  the  fact  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  was  greatly  and 
and  unjustly  prejudiced  by  the  charge  of  the  judge  to  the  jury ;  and  upon  the  whole 
«aae,  the  defendant  ought  to  have  a  new  triaL 

Fuller  &  Babtlett,  far  re^tpofident 
By  the  caurty  Foster,  J.    It  appeared  from  the  evidence 
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that  the  horse  in  question  was  owned  by  the  plaintiff.  That 
on  the  3l8t  of  October,  1866,  the  brother  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  who  was  in  his  employ,  drove  his  team,  of  which  this 
animal  was  one,  to  the  village  of  Geddes,  and  stopped  at  the 
tavern  kept  by  the  defendant.  He  had  his  horses  put  into 
the  stable  and  fed,  and  had  his  own  dinner;  for  all  which  he 
paid  the  defendant.  When  he  was  ready  to  leave,  he  asked 
the  defendant  to  get  the  horses,  who  told  him  to  go  on  and 
be  hitching  up,  and  that  he  would  be  out  in  a  few  minutes. 
He  went  to  the  barn,  put  the  head  stalls  on  the  horses,  and 
was  getting  them  out,  and  while  doing  so  the  defendant 
arrived  there.  Before  the  defendant  reached  the  bam,  two 
men,  named  McGee  and  McKay,  rode  up  in  a  buggy, 
unhitched  their  horse,  which  was  a  stallion,  and  placed  him 
in  a  stall  between 'those  occupied  by  the  plaintiff's  horses 
and  the  outer  door. 

The  driver  of  the  plaintiff's  team  led  one  of  his  horses  out 
of  the  door,  for  the  purpose  of  hitching  on  to  the  wagon  j 
and  the  other,  being  the  one  in  question,  followed  on,  as  it 
was  accustomed  to  do,  and,  when  passing  the  stall  where  the 
stallion  stood,  received  a  kick  from  him  which  broke  its  leg 
and  rendered  it  entirely  worthless,  so  that  it  became  neces- 
sary to  kill  it. 

The  defendant  did  not  deny  that  he  received  the  horses 
into  his  stable  in  his  character  of  an  innkeeper;  but  it  is 
insisted  in  his  behalf  that,  before  the  injury  happened,  the 
servant  of  the  plaintiff  had  taken  the  horses  into  his  own 
possession  and  charge,  and  tliat  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
guest  had  terminated. 

Upon  this  question,  there  is  no  evidence  to  contradict  what 
is  hereinbefore  stated,  though  the  testimony  of  the  defend- 
ant to  some  extent  differs  from  that  of  the  driver's ;  but  his 
own  statement  is  that  he  started  twio^  to  go  with  the  driver 
to  get  the  horses,  but  was  interrupted ;  that  the  driver  then 
said,  "I  can  get  my  own  horses,  as  you  are  busy;"  to  which 
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the  defendant  replied,  ^^I  will  be  there  as  soon  as  I  can  get 
there;''  and  that  he  did  arrive  before  the  injury  happened. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  to  show  that  the  liability  of  the 
defendant  as  an  innkeeper  was  at  an  end.  The  horses  were 
still  on  his  premises  and  in  his  bam.  The  driver  was  only 
doing  for  the  landlord,  and  with  his  assent,  what  it  was  his 
duty  to  have  done.  And  unless  there  was  some  improper 
conduct  on  the  part  of  the  driver,  which  caused  injury,  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  the  same  extent  as  though  he,  instead 
of  the  driver,  had  been  handling  them  at  the  time. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  driver,  in  not  keeping  the  horse  away  from  the 
stall  in  which  the  stallion  was  placed ;  and  the  evidence  of 
one  of  the  witnesses,  who  came  there  with  him  and  placed 

him  in  the  stall,  was  that  the  driver  was  notified  that  it  was 
a  stallion,  and  that  he  should  be  careful. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  detail  the  evidence  on  this  point ;  it 
is  enough  to  say  that  to  same  extent  there  was  a  conflict  in 
the  testimony;  and  in  my  opinion  the  jury  were  warranted 
in  finding  as  they  did. 

The  negligence  consisted  in  putting  a  stallion  into  an  open 
stall,  in  a  tavern  barn,  near  the  outer  door,  so  that  those  pass- 
ing in  or  out  were  obliged  to  pass  near  him. 

The  charge  of  the  judge,  to  which  there  was  no  exception, 
fSdrly  and  properly  presented  all  the  questions  in  the  case  to 
the  jury. 

Exception  was  taken  on  the  trial  to  the  refusal  of  the 
judge  to  charge  upon  two  propositions  submitted  by  the 
defendant's  counsel;  but  no  point  has  been  made  upon  them 
before  me;  and  besides,  they  were  embraced  in  the  charge 
which  had  been  made,  and  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested 
was  placed  upon  ihat  ground. 

There  was  no  error,  in  my  opinion,  either  in  the  charge  of 
the  court  or  in  the  verdict  of  the  jury. 

The  judgment  should  be  afiirmed. 
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N.  Mendal  Shafer,  respondent  agt.  James  W.  Guest^ 

appellant. 

The  statute  ot  April,  I860  (Seu.  Lawt  1860,  cA  446,  p.  771)  only  givet  the  keeper  of 
a  UoardUg  hoiue  a  lien  apon  and  right  to  detain  the  baggage  and  effects  of  a 
boarder  for  the  amount  which  may  be  due  hjf  Aim,  to  cbe  same  extent  and  in  the 
same  manner  a«  in  keepers  have  them. 

Thus  limiting  the  lien  to  that  for  board  aetualltf  du$f  and  not  including  board  to 
become  due  under  an  (tgrtemnU  to  hoard  in  fntur$. 

Nor  can  the  act  be  extended  to  any  other  i$idebiedjutt,  nor  to  any  demand  not  due 
at  the  time  of  the  detention. 

Where  on  the  trial  the  defendant  makes  no  request  to  submit  a  certain  question  of 
fiict,  upon  which  there  is  some  evidence,  to  the  Jury ;  or  to  take  objection  to  the 
insnfflcient  proof  of  demand  of  personal  property  before  suit  brought,  he  cannot 
avail  himself  of  such  omissions  upon  appeal  to  the  general  term. 

General  Term,  November j  1868. 

Before  Robebtson,  Chief  Justice^  Monell  and  Garvin, 
J.J. 

G.  W.  liOED,  for  dtfendant,  qppeUant. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of  cer- 
tain articles  of  household  furniture,  alleged  to  be  wrongfully 
detained  by  the  defendant. 

The  answer  sets  up  two  defenses : 

First.  That  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  had  a  lien  on  the  furniture  as  a  boarding 
bouse  keeper. 

Second.  That  the  furniture  was  delivered  to  the  defendant 
in  April,  1866,  under  an  agreement,  by  which  he  was  to  have 
.possession  of  it  until  the  1st  of  May,  1867. 

The  plaintiiT,  Shafer,  claims  title  to  the  furniture,  under 
purchase  from  Miss  Henrietta  F.  Merry,  or  Henrietta  P.  Os- 
born.  Miss  Merry  and  her  sister  boarded  with  the  defend- 
ant Guest  from  the  middle  of  May,  1866,  down  to  the  16th 
of  August,  1866. 
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On  the  16th  of  August,  Miss  Heny  left  the  house  of  the 

defendant  (without  notice  to  him  that  she  intended  to  change 

'  her  boarding  place),  having  locked  the  doors  of  the  rooms 

she  had  occupied^  and  taking  the  keys  of  the  rooms  with 

her. 

I 

On  the  18th  of  August,  two  days  after  she  left,  she  made 
a  real  or  pretended  sale  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  furniture  in 
question,  and  delivered  to  him  the  keys  of  the  rooms  where 
the  furniture  then  was* 

A  day  or  two  after  the  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  he  went  to 
the  house  and  demanded  the  furniture  of  Mrs.  Guest,  the 
wife  of  the  defendant. 

She  declined  to  deliver  it ;  and  when  she  was  asked  if  she 
had  any  claim  upon  it,  she  said  ^^  she  did  not  know  how  that 
was,  but  it  had  to  go  through  the  law. 

On  the  21st  or  22d  of  August  this  action  was  commenced. 
The  sheriff  then  took  and  kept  possession  of  the  rooms  for 
five  or  six  days,  and  the  defendant  did  not,  &c.,  gain  posses- 
sion untQ  the  latter  part  of  August,  1867. 

On  these  facts  we  submit,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
and  appellant — 

First.  That  his  honor,  the  justice  who  tried  this  cause, 
erred  in  directing  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  he  should  have  directed  a  verdict  for  the  .defendant. 

Boarding  house  keepers  have  now  by  law  the  same  lien 
as  inn  keepers  or  hotel  proprietors.  {Jones  agt.  MorriH^  42 
Barb.  623). 

So  long  as  Miss  Merry  permitted  the  fumitute  to  remain 
in  the  rooms  of  the  defendant,  and  kept  possession  of  the 
rooms  by  i^etaining  the  keys,  so  long  the  lien  continued ;  and 
as  the  plaintiff  did  not  tender  the  amount  necessary  to  dis- 
charge the  lean,  or  any  amount,  at  the  time  he  demanded 
possession,  the  lien  shall  continue.  (Jofies  agt.  MorriU^  42 
Bnrb.  623.) 

Seeond.  The  lien  of  a  boarding  house  keeper  is  not  con- 
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fined  to  transient  guests.  {Stewart  agt  McCteady^  24  jETotr. 
62.) 

Nor  is  he  obliged  to  assert  his  lien  When  the  propeMy  is 
demanded.    (Everett  agt.  CS^n^  6  Wend.  60S.) 

In  this  case  Mrs.  Guest  did,  m  substance^  daim  a  iien 
when  the  demand  was  made. 

Third.  As  Mr.  Guest  came  lawfully  into  the  possesdoa  of 
the  furniture,  no  action  would  lie  without  a  demand;  and  a 
demand  made  upon  the  wife  is  not  sufficient^  without  diow^ 
ing  that  the  husband  cotild  not  be  found. 

As  to  the  second  defense  set  up  in  the  ai!iswer,  the  facts 
were  as  follows : 

The  defendant  received  the  posiession  6f  the  furniture  from 
Mr.  George  Wood,  in  April,  1867,  two  weeks  before  Miab 
Merry  came  to  board  with  him. 

By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  (which  were  fully  commu- 
nicated to  Miss  Merry),  he  was  to  have  the  possession  of  it 
for  one  year. 

Miss  Merry  knew  that  arrangements  were  being  made  by 
Mr.  Wood  for  her  board. 

She  was  present  a  portion  of  the  time  when  it  Was  being 
talked  over. 

She  gave  Mr.  Wo6d  full  poWer  to  act  for  hier. 

And  the  arrangement)  as  finally  ]!nade,  was  fully  communi- 
cated to  her. 

Besides  all  this,  she  found  the  fufnitul^e  in  Mr.  Guest's 
house  when  she  went  there ;  it  had  been  repaired,  cleaned 
varnished  and  put  in  good  order  by  the  defendant,  and  she 
must  have  known  that  this  was  done  under  an  agreement 
with  Mr.  Wood  as  her  agent. 

There  was  also  the  additional  fact  that  Miss  Merry  trnlg 
paid  $16  a  week  for  the  board  of  herself  and  sister  j  they  hav- 
ing the  entire  second  floor  of  the  house. 

We  submit  that  on  this  evidence  the  jury  ihight  have 
found  that  the  defendant  was  entited  to  the  possession  of  the 
furniture  for  one  year;  and  if  the  jury  might  have  found 
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that  fact;  then  the  couirt  ^rred  in  directlDg  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff. 

It  is,  therefore^  respectfully  sifbmitted;  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant^  that  both  of  the  detenses  seft  up  in  th6  answer 
were  fully  established  by  th^  evidence,  and  as  there  was  no 
conflict  of  evidence^  the  court  b^low  should  have  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

A.  H.  Reayey J. far  plaintiffs  respondent 

« 

First  The  answer  alleged  ownership  of  the  property  in 
Miss  Osbom ;  and  appellant's  ^fe  gave  testimony  that  the 
property  was  n6t  Miss  Osbom's,  but  Mr.  Wood's. 

The  defendant  was  bouilid  by  this  answer,  and  could  not 
adduce  proof  in  contradix^tion  without  timeitdnient  d(  answer. 

Second.  The  boaitl  was  paid  in  full )  there  was  nothing 
due ;  consequently,  the  defendlant  conld  acquire  no  lien. 

There  cannot  be  a  lien  in.presenti  for  board  that  might  be 
owing  in  juturo* 

The  answer  does  not  allege  tfaei*e  wad  to  the  exteiit  of  one 
cent  owing  for  board,  nor  is  there  a%  testimony  in  the  case 
showing  anyHiing  due» 

Third.  The  drfendant  was  not^  and  did  not  claim  to  be,  a 
T)oarding  house  keeper,  and  was  not  entitled  to  a  lien  under 
the  statute,  even  though  there  was  an  amouilt  dile  for  board. 

There  can  be  no  lien  for  use  or  ^occupation  of  the  j[)remises. 

Fotaih.  There  beih^  nothing  due  for  boardy  and  there  not 
being  any  conflict  of  evidence^  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict. 

Fijfih.  The  property  was  demanded  heiorfe  the  suit  wad 
brought. 

Sixth.  The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed 
with  costs. 

RoBEBTSON,  Ch.  J«  I  caimot  find  endugh  evidence  in  this 
case  to  have  gone  to  the  jury^  u^ton  the  question  of  any 
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agreement  by  the  fonner  owner  of  the  furniture  in  question 
(Miss  Osbom)  to  allow  the  defendant  the  use  of  it  for  a  year, 
which  formed  the  last  defense  set  up  in  the  answer.  It  is 
very  plain  that  such  furniture  was  only  to  be  employed  in 
furnishing  the  rooms  occupied  by  such  owner,  and  therefore 
to  remain  constantly  in  her  possession.  The  defendant 
expressly  testified  that  he  was  to  give  such  owner  and  her 
sister  the  second  floor  of  his  house,  and  that  her  agent  (Wood) 
was  to  furnish  it,  which  he  did  by  means  of  such  furniture. 
The  submission  of  any  such  question  to  the  jury  would 
therefore  have  been  improper. 

The  former  owner  of  such  furniture  testified  that,  when 
she  left  the  defendant's  house,  she  owed  him  nothing  for 
board  of  herself  or  sister,  and  his  receipt  was  produced 
for  board  to  the  time  of  her  leaving.  There  was,  therefore, 
nothing  due  for  which  the  defendant  had  any  lien.  Any 
liability  under  the  agreement  with  the  defendant,  for  dam- 
ages, in  not  boarding,  purauant  to  it,  would  not  be  the  sub- 
ject of  a  lien,  even  if  the  special  agreement  did  not .  alto* 
gether  defeat  one.     {Trust  agt.  Pirssottj  1  HiU.  292.) 

If  the  defendant  had  been  an  innkeeper,  he  clearly  could 
not  have  detained  the  furniture  in  question  for  mere  non-per- 
formance of  an  agreement  to  board  in  future  with  him ;  and 
the  statute  of  April^  1860  (N.  Y.  Sess.  Laws  1860,  ch.  446, 
jp.  771),  only  gives  the  keeper  of  a  boarding  house  a  lien 
upon  and  right  to  detain  the  baggage  and  effects  of  a  boarder 
for  the  amount  which  may  be  due  by  Aim,  to  the  same  extent 
and  in  the  same  mariner  as  innkeepers  have  them.  Thus 
limiting  the  lien  to  that  for  board  actudUy  due^  and  not 
including  board  to  become  due  under  an  agreement  to  board 
in  future. 

There  was,  therefore,  no  question  left  for  the  jury  to  pass 
upon,  and  the  instruction  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
was  correct. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  say  what  would  have  been  the  rule, 
if  the  evidence  had  clearly  established  an  agreement  or  a  lieu. 
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As  the  case  stands,  I  ooncur  in  afiSnning  the  judgment  and 
order  appealed  from. 

MoNELL,  J.  The  defendant;  upon  his  examination  as  a 
witness,  testified  that  Miss  Osbom  was  owing  him  ^^  some  " 
for  washing,  but  not  for  board.  Indeed,  the  evidence  is 
uncontradicted  that,  at  the  time  Miss  Osborn  left  the  defend- 
ant's house,  she  paid  all  that  was  due  for  board  and  use  of 
rooms.  There .  was  not,  therefore,  a  present  indebtedness, 
which  was  essential  to  give  a  boarding  house  keeper's  lien 
upon  the  property  of  his.  guest.  Even  if  the  arrangement 
made  with  Wood,  that  Miss  Osborn  should  board  with  the 
defendant  for  a  yeur,  and  that  he,  Wood,  would  pay  the  rent, 
could  have  been  enforced  afler  Miss  Osbom  left,  it  would 
not  have  created  a  lien  upon  the  property.  The  act  which 
provides  for  the  protection  of  boarding  house  keepers  {Laws 
of  1860,  p.  771)  gives  the  lien  upon  the  effects  of  the  board- 
ers for  the  amount  which  may  he  due  far  boards  and  it  cannot 
be  extended  to  any  other  indebtedness,  nor  to  any  demand 
not  due  at  the  time  of  the  detention.     {Cross  on  LienSy  43.) 

I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  look  into  that  part  of  the 
case  which  relates  to  the  second  defense,  namely,  that  the 
defendant  claimed  to  hold  the  furniture  under  the  agreement 
made  with  Wood. 

The  evidence  on  that  branch  of  the  case  was  such  as  in 
my  judgment  should  have  gone  to  the  jury,  especially  as  the 
uncontradicted  testimony  of  the  defendant  established  that 
the  agreement  was  communicated  and*  assented  to  by  Miss 
Osbom,  before  she  became  a  boarder  in  the  defendant's  house. 
But  as  no  request  was  made  at  the  trial  to  submit  that  or  any 
other  question  of  fact  to  the  jury,  it  is  too  late  to  raise  the 
objection  now.  {WincheU  agt.  HickSy  18  N.  F.  B.  668 y 
Clark  agt.  Mayory  &e.y  24  How.  Pr.  R  333.) 

The  proof  of  a  demand  b^ore  suit  was,  it  seems  to  me, 
clearly  insufficient.  But  as  the  objection  was  not  taken  at 
the  trial,  it  cannot  be  raised  now.    It  was  one  of  those 
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objections  which  might  have  been  obviated  by  proof;  and 
the  attention  of  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  caQed  to  the 
defect  in  his  evidence,  that  he  might,  with  the  permission  of 
the  court,  have  supplied  it  {Ryerss  agt.  WJieeler^  4  HiUy 
466 ;  KY.  d^  E.  R.  R.  Co.  agt.  CooJc^  2  Sand/.  732.) 

I  think  the  exception  should  be  overruled,  and  judgment 
ordered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict 


-%♦-•- 


U.  a  SUPREME  COURT. 

The  Galena,  &c..  Packet  Compant  agt.  So  much  of  The 
Rock  Island  Railboad  Bridge  as  lies  within  the  north- 
em  district  of  Illinois,  The  Bqck  Island  R.  R.  Co.,  The 
Mississippi  and  Missoubi  B.  B.  Co.,  claimants. 

a  maratifM  litn  can  onlj  exist  upon  moTabk  thipga  engaged  in  navigation,  or  npon 
thiogB  which  are  the  snl^ects  of  commoroe  on  the  high  aeaa  or  narigable  waters. 

Sach  a  lien  may  arise  with  reference  to  Teasels,  steamers  and  rafts,  and  npon  goods 
and  merchandise  carried  by  them.  Bat  it  cannot  arise  npon  anything  which  ja 
fixed  and  immovable^  like  a  whaif,  a  bridge,  or  real  estate  of  any  kind. 

Though  bridges  and  wharves  may  aid  commerce  by  facilitating  intercoorse  on  land, 
or  the  discharge  of  cargoes,  they  are  not  m  any  sen^e  subjects  of  maratims  liens. 

January  Temiy  1868.  / 

Appeal  from  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
northern  district  of  Illinois 

Robert  Rae  and  A.  W.  Arru^gton,  for  libeUants. 
C.  Begkwith  anfil  B.  C  Cook,  for  claimants. 

Field,  J.  The  libel  in  this  case  is  filed  against  that  part 
of  the  Rock  Island  railroad  bridge  which  is  situated  in  the 
northern  district  of  Illinois,  for  alleged  damages  done  by  that 
part  of  the  bridge  to  two  steamboats,  the  property  of  the 
libellant,  employed  in  the  navigation  of  the  Mississippi  river. 
It  alleges  that,  by  law  and  the  public  treaties  of  the  United 
States,  the  Mississippi  river  is,  for  the  distance  of  2,000  mUes, 
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a  public  navigable  stream  and  common  highway,  free  and 
open  to  all  the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  who  are  enti- 
tled to  navigate  the  same  by  sailing  and  steam  vessels,  and 
otherwise,  without  impediment  or  obstruction ;  that  the  Rock 
Island  bridge  obstructs  the  free  navigation  of  the  stream ;  and 
that  by  collision  with  this  obstruction  the  steam  vessels  of 
the  libellant  have  been  injured,  and  he  has  in  consequence 
been  damaged  to  an  extent  exceeding  $70,000. 

In  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  libel,  process  was 
isaued  and  the  property  attached.  The  Mississippi  and  Misi> 
spuri  Hailroad  Company  and  others  then  intervened  as  claim- 
ants, and  filed  an  exception  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to 
proceed  against  the  property  in  question  in  the  manner  "in 
which  the  same  is  sought  to  be  proceeded  against  by  the 
libel;"  in  other  words,  they  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  to  take  a  proceeding  in  rem  against  the  property. 
The  exception  was  sustained  by  the  district  and  circuit 
courts,  and  the  libel  dismissed.  The  correctness  of  this 
ruling  is  the  sole  question  presented  for  our  determination. 

There  is  n3  doubt,  as  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant, that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  admiralty  extends  to  all  cases 
of  tort  committed  on  the  high  seas,  and  in  this  country  on  navi- 
gable waters.  For  the  redress  of  these  torts,  the  courts  of 
admiralty  may  proceed  in  personamy  and  when  the  cause  of 
the  injury  is  the  subject  of  a  maratime  lien,  may  also  pro- 
ceed in  rem.  The  latter  proceeding  is  the  remedy  afforded 
for  the  enforcement  of  liens  of  that  character. 

A  maratime  lien,  unlike  a  lien  at  common  law,  may,  in 
many  cases,  exist,  without  possession  of  the  thing  upon  which 
it  is  asserted,  either  actual  or  constructive.  It  confers,  how- 
ever, upon  its  holder  such  a  right  in  the  thing  that  he  may 
subject  it  to  condemnation  and  sale  to  satisfy  his  claim  or 
damages ;  and  when  the  lien  arises  from  torts  committed  at 
sea,  it  travels  with  the  thing,  wherever  that  goes,  and  into 
whosesoever  hands  it  may  pass.  The  only  object  of  the  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  is  to  make  this  right,  where  it  exists,  availa- 
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ble — ^to  cany  it  into  effect.  It  subserves  no  other  purpose. 
The  lien  and  the  proceeding  in  rem  are  therefore  correla- 
tive— ^where  one  exists  the  other  can  be  taken,  and  not 
otherwise.  Such  is  the  language  of  the  privy  council  in  the 
decision  of  the  case  of  The  Bold  Buccleugh  (7  Moore^  284). 
^^A  maratime  lien/'  says  that  court,  ^^is  the  foundation  of  the 
proceeding  in  rem^  a  process  to  make  perfect  a  right  inchoate 
from  the  moment  the  lien  attaches;  and  whilst  it  must  be 
admitted  that  where  such  lien  exists  a  proceeding  in  rem 
may  be  had,  it  will  be  found  to  be  equally  true  that,  in  all 
cases  where  a  proceeding  in  rem  is  the  proper  course,  there  a 
maratime  Uen  exists,  which  gives  a  privilege  or  claun  upon 
the  thing  to  be  carried  into  effect  by  legal  process." 

There  is  an  expression  in  the  case  of  2%e  Volant  (1  W. 
Boh.  38),  attributed  to  Dr.  Lushingtonj  which  militates 
against  this  view.  He  is  reported  to  have  said  that  the  dam- 
age committed  on  the  high  seas  confers  no  lien  upon  the 
ship,  and  this  is  cited  by  the  counsel  of  the  appellant  to  show 
that  a  maratime  lien  is  not  the  foundation  of  a  proceeding  in 
rem.  But  the  expression  is  a  mere  dictumj  and  the  privy 
council  in  the  case  cited  allude  to  it,  and  observe  that  it  is 
doubtful,  from  a  contemporaneous  report  of  the  same  case  (1 
Notes  of  CaeeSj  508),  whether  the  learned  judge  made  use  of 
it,  and  add,  that  if  he  did,  the  expression  is  certainly  inaccu- 
rate, and  not  being  necessary  for  the  decision  of  the  case, 
cannot  be  taken  as  authority. 

A  maratime  lien  can  only  exist  upon  movable  things 
engaged  in  navigation,  or  upon  things  which  are  the  subjects 
of  commerce  on  the  high  seas  or  navigable  waters.  It  may 
arise  with  reference  to  vessels,  steamers  and  rafts,  and  upon 
goods  and  merchandise  carried  by  them.  But  it  cannot  ariae 
upon  anything  which  is  fixed  and  immovable,  like  a  wharf,  a 
bridge,  or  real  estate  of  any  kind.  Though  bridges  and 
wharves  may  aid  commerce  by  facilitating  intercourse  on 
land,  or  the  discharge  of  cargoes,  they  are  not  in  any  sense 
the  subjects  of  maratime  liens.        Decree  affirmed. 
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Sawyeb  F.  Pbaeson,  respondent  agt.  Andrew  Lovejoy, 

appellant. 

a 

An  order  of  the  connty  coart,  diamifleing  an  appeal  from  a  jnstioe's  jadgment,  is  a 
final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  action}  and  is  therefore  a 
judgment  within  section  245  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 

The  penanal  notice  of  the  judgment,  reqaired  by  section  353  to  limit  the  time  to 
appeal,  means  a  personal  notice  from  the  party  who  has  obtained  the  judgment; 
and  such  notice  must  also  be  a  written  notice,  or  the  limitation  does  not  talce  effect. 

In  cases  where  there  has  been  no  personal  service  of  process,  and  the  defendant  did 
not  appear,  it  was  not  intended  that  the  important  right  of  appeal  should  be  lim- 
ited to  twenty  days  after  the  defendant  might  be  informed  by  some  means  of  the 
existence  of  the  judgment. 

Statates  giving  the  right  of  appeal  are  to  be  liberally  construed  in  futtherance  of 
justice ;  and  such  an  interpretation  as  will  work  sl  forfeiture  of  such  right  is  not  to 
be  favored. 

A  general  ajopearanee  by  the  respondent  in  the  connty  court,  and  noticing  the  appeal 
for  argument,  are  positive  acts  of  submission  to  that  tribunal,  inconsistent  with 
his  claim  that  the  appeal  was  not  in  time,  and  therefore  a  wiiver  of  his  right  to 
have  the  appeal  dismissed. 

• 

Broome  General  Temty  Novembery  1866.  ' 

Before  Pabkes,  Mason,  Balcom  and  Boabdman,  Jmtices. 

Appeal  from  judgment  entered  July  29,  1863,  upon  an 
order  of  the  Otsego  county  court,  made  in  September, 
1857,  dismissing  the  defendant's  dppeal  from  the  judg- 
ment rendered  against  him  in  a  justice's  court,  on  the  ground 
that  the  time  to  appeal  had  expired. 

The  action  was  commenced  by  attachment  before  the  jus- 
tice, and  the  judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
19th  of  January,  1852.  The  process  was  not  personally 
served,  and  the  defendant  did  not  appear.  The  notice  of 
appeal  was  not  served  by  the  defendant  until  July  17,  1856, 
and  the  justice  made  and  filed  his  return  thereto  in  August 
of  the  same  year.  On  the  14th  of  February,  1857,  the  plain- 
tiff, by  his  attorney,  served  upon  the  appellant's  attorney 
notice  of  appearance  on  the  appeal.  In  May,  1857,  the 
respondent's  attorney  noticed  the  appeal  for  argument  for 
Vol.  XXXV.  13 


194  NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTa 

\  — 

Peanon  agt  LoTC^oy. 

the  May  tenu  of  the  county  coart^  and  at  the  same 
time  served  a  copy  of  an  affidavit  made  by  one  Brown, 
stating  that  in  March  or  April,  1854,  the  appellant  said  that 
he  knew  of  the  judgment,  and  in  August  of  the  same  year 
(1857)  he  agam  noticed  the  appeal  for  argument  upon  the 
return  and  said  affidavit,  for  the  August  term  of  that  court. 
At  that  time  the  appeal  was  moved  on  for  argument  by  both 
parties,  and  the  same  was  heard  on  the  return,  affidavit  of 
Brown,  and  proof  of  service  of  the  notice  of  appearance  and 
of  the  above  mentioned  notice  of  argument. 

In  September,  1857,  the  county  court  made  an  order  dis- 
missing the  appeal  with  $10  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the 
appellant^s  knowledge  of  the  judgment  in  March  or  April, 
1854,  was  equivalent  to  personal  notice  of  it,  and  that  he 
had  lost  his  right  to  review  the  judgment  by  delaying  to 
appeal  from  it  within  twenty  Aays  from  that  time.  A  judg- 
ment was  entered,  in  pursuance  of  such  decision,  dismissing 
the  appeal,  and  the  roll  filed  on  the  29th  day  of  Jidy,  1863. 

The  appellant  appealed  to  the  supreme  court  on  the  26tii 
day  of  July,  1865. 

James  E.  Dewet,  /or  appellant  and  defendant 
De  Witt  C.  Bates,  far  respondent  and  plaintiff 

By  the  courty  Mason,  J.  The  first  question  to  be  consid- 
ered in  this  case  is,  whether  the  order  of  the  county  court, 
dismissing  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  justice.  Lb  to 
deemed  a  judgment  within  the  meaning  of  section  245  of  the 
Code.  That  section  defines  a  judgment  to  be  the  final  deter- 
mination of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  action.  It  seems 
to  me  that,  so  far  as  the  county  court  is  concerned;  it  must 
be  regarded  as  a  judgment.  The  appeal  was  dismissed  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  not  brought  in  time.  If  it  appears 
from  the  return  itself  that  it  was  brought  in  time,  and  the 
county  court  have  decided  that  it  was  not,  and  gave  judg- 
ment dismissing  the  appeal  for  that  reason,  it  must  be 
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regarded  as  the  final  determinatioiv  of  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties ;  for  there  is  no  redress  left  to  the  appellant^  and  the 
action  in  fact  is  decided  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  prin- 
ciple enunciated  in  the  following  cases  would  seem  to  hold 
that  this  order  and  the  judgment  entered  thereon  must  be 
regarded  as  a  judgment  within  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the 
245th  section  of  the  Code.  (Talbot  agt,  Tdtbot^  23  N.  Y.  B. 
17;  6  HUl  B.  157;  4  W.  B.  483;  4  How.  R  195;  3  Comst. 
£  546;  7  How.  194;  12  J.  R  31.)  It  is  said  in  the  latter 
case,  whether  the  decision  is  denominated  a  judgment,  an 
order,  a  decree  or  sentence,  is  very  immaterial.  The  decision 
is  in  efiect  a  final  judgment  by  which  the  suit  is  terminated, 
and  the  subject  in  controversy  is  awarded  to  one  party, 
against  the  other.  It  would  seem  from  the  judgment  order 
dismissing  the  appeal  that  the  whole  case  was  brought 
before  the  court,  and  the  return  itself  read,  and  the  caudb 
was  moved  on,  as  well  upon  the  notice  of  argument  as  notice 
of  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  was  thus  submitted  to 
the  court;  and  when  the  decision  came,  it  was  a  dismissal 
of  the  appeal,  upon  the  ground  that  the  appellant  was  too 
late  in  serving  his  notice  of  appeal 

The  next  and  more  difficult  question  in  the  case  is,  was 
the  appeal  brought  in  time  ?  This  question  depends  upon 
the  construction  which  is  to  be  put  upon  section  353  of  the 
Code.  That  section,  regulating  appeals  from  judgments  in 
justices'  courts,  provides  that  if  the  judgment,  as  in  this 
case,  is  rendered  upon  process  not  personally  served^  and  the 
defendant  did  not  appear,  he  shall  have  twenty  days  after 
personal  notice  of  the  judgment  to  serve  the  notice  of  appeal, 
&c.  {CodCy  ^  353.)  It  appears  from  the  return  of  the  jus- 
tice that  the  judgment  was  entered  on  the  19th  of  January, 
1852.  The  notice  of  appeal  was  not  served  until  July  17th, 
1856 ;  and  the  only  evidence  that  the  appellant  had  personal 
notice  of  the  judgment  more  than  twenty  days  before  the 
notice  of  appe^  was  served,  is  to  be  found  in  the  affidavit  of 
Joseph  R.  Brown,  and  upon  which  the  notice  to  dismiss  was 
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predicated.  He  swears  in  that  aflSdavit  that  in  March  or 
April,  1854,  he  heard  the  defendant,  Lovejoy,  say  that  he 
knew  of  the  judgment  in  this  action,  which  was  entered 
before  Abrain  L  Brown,  Esq.  It  is  claimed  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  this  case,  that  the  admission  made  to  Brown 
proves  that  he  had  personal  notice  of  the  judgment.  The 
whole  length  and  breadth  of  the  admission  is  that  he  knew 
of  the  judgment.  Whether  he  was  informed  of  it  by  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  justice,  by  a  stranger,  or  how  he  got  his 
iiifonnation  of  the  existence  of  the  judgment,  we  are  ndt 
informed.  This,  in  my  judgment,  utterly  fails  to  prove  that 
he  had  personal  notice  of  the  judgment,  within  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  this  353d  section  of  the  Code. 

Statutes  giving  the  right  of  appeal  are  always  liberally 
construed  in  furtherance  of  justice,  and  such  an  interpretation 
as  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  such  right  is  not  to  be  favored. 
(4  Barb.  R.  636 ;  1  W.  Jt.  395.)  The  language  of  that  stat- 
ute itself  is  quite  plain:  "He  shall  have  twenty  days  afler 
personal  notice  of  the  judgment."  This  does  not  mean 
twenty  days  after  he  shall  ascertain  by  his  own  inquiries  or 
investigation  that  such  judgment  exists  against  him,  but 
twenty  days  after  he  shall  receive  personal  notice  of  the 
judgment  from  the  party  himself  in  whose  favor  the  judg- 
ment was  entered.  This,  I  have  no  doubt,  was  the  intention 
of  the  framers  of  this  statute.  The  legislature  never  were 
guilty  of  the  absurdity  of  limiting  the  important  right  of 
appeal  in  such  cases  as  this,  where  there  has  been  no  per* 
sonal  service  of  process  upon  the  party,  to  twenty  days  after 
he  might  be  informed,  by  some  means,  or  somehow,  and  per- 
haps by  a  stranger,  of  the  existence  of  the  judgment. 

The  only  reasonable  construction  which  can  be  put  upon 
this  statute  is  to  hold  that  personal  notice  means  a  personal 
notice  from  the  party  who  has  obtained  the  judgment.  It 
was  said  by  the  court,  in  Gilbert  agt.  The  Columbia  Turnpike 
Company  {S  Johns.  CaseSy  107),  that  a  notice  in  legal  pro- 
ceedings means  a  written  notice.     The  same  is  affirmed  by 
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Bronson,  J.,  in  Miner  agt.  Clark  (16  W.  R.  429).  The 
same  is  again  affirmed  in  Lane  agt.  Carey  (19  Barb.  E.  539). 
The  rule  is  well  settled  that,  where  a  notice  is  required  or 
authorized  by  statute  in  anjf^  legal  proceedings,  it  means 
written  notice.  {See^  in  addition  to  the  cases  above  citedy  15 
J.  JR.  533;  5  Ein R.  104;  6  Abb.  R.  dQ^]  26  Barb.  R.  24S.) 
This  statute  must  be  held  to  give  the  right  of  appeal  at  any- 
time within  twenty  days  after  the  party  shall  receive  writ- 
ten notice  from  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  judgment  was 
obtained.  Any  other  construction  would  leave  the  time  of 
ai)pealing  in  the  greatest  doubt  and  uncertainty. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  for  these  reasons,  as  well  as  for  the 
reason  that  the  plaintiff  had  waived  his  right  to  have  the 
appeal  dismissed  by  his  general  appearance  on  the  appeal 
and  by  noticing  the  appeal  for  argument  at  the  May  and 
August  terms,  that  the  county  court  was  wrong  in  dismiss- 
ing the  appeal.  They  were  positive  acts  of  submission  to 
the  tribunal  whose  right  to  hear  the  appeal  his  motion  to 
dismiss  questioned.  (6  W.  R.  550 ;  2  Comst.  R.  467 ;  7 
How.  R.  Ill ;  6  Tf;  R.  549;  12  J.  R.  204;  10  Faige  R.  615 
and  616;  27  Hotv.  Pr.  R.  335.) 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  should  be  reversed^^ 
that  court  directed  to  hear  the  appeal,  ^''***^  V  A  J?  -^"^ 

Decision  accordingly.  C  ^>^^  ^*  / 


•  ♦• 


<^ 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

RiCHABD  M.  Hoe  and  others,  respondents  agt.  Jesse  San- 
born, appellant. 

An  order  affirming  an  order  of  the  special  term,  denying  a  motion  for  a  re-taxatian 
of  eo$U^  and  to  correct  the  Judgment  roll,  is  not  appealable  to  this  coart. 

An  order  dismissing  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  refuting  a  man' 
damui,  it  not  ajppealahU  to  this  court. 
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An  order  diamisBing  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term,  denying  a  moti<m  to 
correct  or  ro-»ettU  the  ccutj  it  not  appealable  to  -his  court 

Bat  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  brings  np  for  review  the  order  in  relation  to  the 
re-taxation  of  coets  and  the  correction  of  the  Judgment  roll.  The  question  as  to 
which  party  is  entitled  to  costs  is  a  matter  of  strict  legal  right,  and  necessarily 
involves  the  merits. 

Where  there  is  a  general  Vfarraniy  of  the  quality  of  an  article,  express  or  implied, 
the  rule  of  damage  for  the  breach  of  such  warranty  is  the  difference  between  the 
value  of  the  article,  if  it  had  corresponded  with  the  warranty,  and  its  actual 
value. 

Where  there  has  been  no  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  by  the  purchaser  of  a  war- 
ranted article,  which  he  retains,  and  he  is  sued  for  the  price,  he  can  only  reampe 
his  damages  for  the  breach  of  the  warranty ;  and  in  estimating  such  damages,  the 
vendor  should  be  allowed  the  actual  value  of  the  article. 


January  Term,  1867. 

PabkeS;  J.  The  appellant,  in  his  notice  of  appeal,  states 
that  he  appeals  from  the  judgment  in  the  action,  and  from 
three  several  orders  of  the  supreme  court,  which  he  specifies. 

The  respondent,  at  the  last  September  term  of  the  court, 
moved  to  dismiss  the  appeals  from  the  orders,  when  the  court 
directed  the  motion  and  the  appeal  to  ba  heard  together. 

The  orders  thus  appealed  from  are: 

First.  An  order  affirming  an  order  of  the  special  term, 
denying  a  motion  for  a  re-taxation  of  costs,  and  to  correct 
the  jjidgment  roll. 

Second.  An  order  dismissing  an  appeal  from  an  order  of 
special  term  refusing  a  mandamus. 

Third.  An  order  dismissing  an  appeal  from  an  order  of 
special  term,  den}ring  a  motion  to  correct  the  case. 

These  orders,  clearly,  do  not  come  within  the  class  of 
orders  described  by  subdivision  2  of  section  11  of  the  Code; 
for  neither  of  them,  in  effect,  determines  the  action  and  pre- 
vents a  judgment  from  which  ai  appeal  might  be  taken. 
Nor  does  subdivision  3  of  that  section  include  them.  That 
subdivision  authorizes  an  appeal  from  a,  final  order  affecting 
a  substantial  right  made  in  a  special  preceding,  or  upon  a 
summary  application  in  an  action  after  judgment.  None  of 
these  orders  was  a  final  order  in  the  action.  They  were  all 
made  pen(i\ng  the  appeal  tc  the  general  term  from  the  judg- 
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ment  entered  upon  the  verdict.  One  of  the  them  is  denom- 
inated;  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  an  order  dismissing  an  appeal 
from  an  order  refusing  a  mandamus^  and  is  claimrd  to  be  an 
order  in  a  mand(jm%&  case.  That  is  manifestly  a  mistake,  as 
all  the  papers  relating  to  that  motion,  .which  are  entitled  at 
all,  are  entitled  in  this  action.  This  is  true  of  the  order  to 
show  cause,  of  the  order  denying  the  motion,  of  the  notice 
of  appeal  from  that  order,  and  of  the  order  of  the  general 
term  dismissing  the  appeal,  which  is  the  order  here  appealed 
from,  and  it  is  described  in  the  notice  of  appeal  to  this  court, 
which  is  entitled  in  this  action  as  the  order  made  in  this 
action  at  a  general  tenn  thereof,  dismissing  the  appeal  from 
the  order  of  the  special  term  refusing  a  mandamus. 

This  is  the  only  occasion  in  which  a  manda/m/us  is  alluded 
to  in  the  whole  course  of  the  proceedings  in  reference  to  that 
motion.  The  order  to  show  cause  makes  no  allusion  to  it, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  proceedings  indicating  that  they 
have,  in  fact,  any  reference  to  a  mandamus.  It  is  impossible 
now  to  treat  them,  or  the  order  in  which  they  have  resulted, 
otherwise  than  as  a  proceeding  in  the  action. 

None  of  the  orders  appealed  from  being  final  orders,  are 
the  subjects  of  an  appeal  to  this  court,  and  the  appeals 
therefore  should  be  dismissed. 

The  first  subdivision  of  the  section  authorizes  this  court, 
upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment,  to  "review  any  intermediate 
order  involving  the  merits,  or  necessarily  afi*ecting  the  judg- 
ment." So  that  we  are  brought  to  the  question  whether 
these  orders  are  reviewable  under  that  provision. 

The  first  of  these  orders,  is  the  order  in  relation  to  the 

re- taxation  of  costs,  and  the  correction  of  the  judgment  roll. 
The  appoal  from  the  judgment,  I  think,  brings  up  this 

order  for  review.     The  question  involved  is,  which  party  is 

entitled  to  costs,  and  this  being  a  matter  of  strict  legal  right, 

may  well  be  held  to  involve  the  merits,  as  such  questions 

have  been  treated  in  the  supreme  court.     (St.  John  agt. 

West^  4  Sow.  329 ;  TaUman  agt.  Einman,  10  How.  89.)    I 
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have  no  doubt  that  the  motion  at  general  term  was  decided 
correctly,  and  the  order  therein  made  properly  affirmed.  The 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  costs.  The  action  is  "  for  the  recov- 
ery of  money/'  and  the  plaintiff  has  in  it  recovered  more  than 
fifty  dollars.  It  is  true  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  for 
but  $10.84.  But  the  action  was  upon  a  promissory  note  for 
$467.88.  The  defendant  admitted  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  the  whole  amount  of  the  note,  except 
$150  and  interest;  and  as  a  condition  of  putting  the  cause 
over  the  circuit,  upon  his  motion,  imposed  by  the  court, 
stipulated  that  the  plaintiffs  might  enter  judgment  for  the 
amount  so  admitted,  without  costs,  the  cause  to  proceed  as 
to  the  amount  of  $160,  and  all  other  matters  in  controversy 
in  the  action.  Judgment  was  entered  upon  the  stipulation, 
and  subsequently  the  action  was  tried  at  the  circuit,  upon 
the  claim  of  the  $150,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  $10.84. 

The  plaintiffi,  in  the  judgment  entered  upon  the  verdict, 
recited  the  entry  of  the  former  judgment,  and  having  had 
their  costs  of  the  action  adjusted,  inserted  them  also  in  the 
judgment. 

The  defendant  insists  that  the  judgment  should  be  the 
ordinary  judgment  upon  a  verdict,  omitting  all  reference  to 
the  former  judgment,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  costs,  and 
not  the  plaintifis. 

The  case  is  entirely  within  both  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of 
the  statute  which  gives  costs  to  the  plaintiff  ^^  in  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  money,  when  the  plaintiff  shall  recover 
fifty  dollars."  This  the  plaintiffs  have  done  in  this  action. 
It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  defendant  had  offered  to  the 
plaintifis  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  demand,  less  $150 
and  interest,  which  had  been  declined.  At  the  time  of  the 
giving  of  the  stipulation,  the  question  of  costs  rested  upon 
the  reducing  the  recovery  to  the  amount  offered.  If  the 
plaintiffs  should  recover  any  part  of  the  $150,  they  would 
be  entitled  to  full  costs,  and  that  question  of  costs  consti- 
tuted the  "other  matters  m  controversy,"  reserved  in  the 
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Stipulation  from  being  affected  by  the  judgment  to  be  entered 
thereon. 

In  regard  to  the  correction  of  the  judgment,  it  follows  that 
the  order  of  the  special  term  was  right,  so  far  as  any  question 
of  substantial  right  is  concerned,  if  the  order  as  to  costs  was 
correct.  As  to  any  formal  correction,  whether  it  should 
have  been  made  or  not,  was  a  question  of  practice,  and  not 
reviewable  here. 

The  second  order  complained  of  is  the  order  dismissing  the 
appeal  from  an  order  of  special  term,  denying  a  motion  that 
the  judge  who  tried  the  cause  re-settle  the  case  by  inserting 
therein  the  following  words :  "  The  defendant  requested  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury  that,  if  they  find  from  the  evidence 
that  the  saw  was  not  as  warranted,  the  return  of  it  absolved 
the  defendant  from  the  payment  of  the  price.  The  court 
refused  so  to  charge,  and  defendant  excepted. 

And  the  third  order  of  which  a  review  is  sought  is  the  one 
dismissing  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  special  term,  deny- 
ing an  application  to  the  court  to  correct  the  case  by  insert* 
ing  the  same  matter. 

Whether  the  general  term  was  right  or  not,  in  holding 
that  these  orders  were  not  appealable,  becomes  entirely 
immaterial,  in  the  view  which  we  take  of  the  case  upon  the 
merits,  as  well  in  respect  to  the  decision  of  the  special  term, 
sought  to  be  reviewed  by  the  appeal  to  the  general  term,  as 
to  the  judgment  itself.  The  action  was  upon  a  promissory 
note  for  $467.88,  The  defense  was,  that  the  note  was  given 
for  circular  saws,  which  were  warranted  to  be  of  a  good 
quality;  that  they  were  not  of  a  good  quality,  but  entirely 
worthless.  Upon  the  trial,  no  question  was  made  upon  the 
breach  of  warranty,  except  in  relation  to  one  of  the  saws 
purchased,  the  price  of  which  was  S150.  The  uncontradicted 
evidence  showed  that  the  saw  was  sold  by  the  defendant  to 
John  Howard  &  Co.,  of  Michigan,  and  sent  to  them ;  that 
they,  upon  trial,  finding  it  bad,  had  sent  it  to  the  plaintiffi  in 
New  York,  as  directed  by  defendant,  in  case  it  should  be  so 
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fouDcl,  and  again  received  it  from  the  plaintifis^  after  it  had 
been  retempe^ed  and  reduced  an  inch  in  diameter ;  but  not 
choosing  to  try  it  again,  they  sent  it  to  defendant  at  Sandy 
Hill;  of  whom  it  was  purchased  by  Brown  &  Anderson,  of 
Michigan,  and  sent  to  them,  though  not  by  defendant's  per- 
sonal order.  There  is  no  other  evidence  in  this  case  show- 
ing any  return  of  the  saw  to  the  plaintifis.  Upon  this  state 
of  facts,  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested  was,  if  it  occurred, 
clearly  right.  The  saw  remained  with  defendant,  and  he 
had  sold  it,  instead  of  returning  it  to  the  plaintiffs  as  worth- 
less, so  that  his  request  to  charge  ^^  that,  if  the  jury  found  that 
the  saw  was  not  as  warranted,  the  return  of  it  absolved  the 
defendant  from  the  payment  of  the  price,''  was  based  upon 
an  assumption  of  facts  wholly  unwarranted  by  the  evidencey 
his  exception  to  the  refusal  could  avail  him  nothing. 

If,  then,  we  should  conclude  that  the  orders  were,  in  their 
nature,  appealable,  so  that  the  general  term  ought  to  have 
considered  them  on  the  merits,  seeing  as  we  do  that  the 
motions  before  the  special  term  were  properly  denied,  and 
that  the  effect  of  the  dismissal  of  the  appeals  is  precisely  the 
same  upon  the  judgment  under  review,  as  an  affirmance  of 
the  orders  would  have  been ;  the  error  in  the  mode  of  arriv- 
ing at  the  result,  if  there  was  one,  is,  as  the  case  now  stands 
before  us,  manifestly  of  no  consequence. 

We  are  brought,  then,  to  a  consideration  of  the  exceptions 
taken  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause. 

The  jury  were  instructed,  if  from  the  evidence  they  should 
find  a  warranty  of  the  saw,  and  a  breach  of  that  warranty, 
and  that  the  saw  was  worthless  as  a  saw,  that  the  plaintifis 
were  entitled  to  be  allowed  the  value  of  the  saw  as  old  iron 
or  steel.  The  defendant  excepted  to  this  charge,  and 
requested  the  court  to  charge  that,  if  the  saw  was  worthless 
as  a  saw,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict.  This  the 
court  refused  to  charge,  and  the  defendant  excepted.  The 
jury  found  for  the  plaintifis  only  the  value  of  the  saw  as  old 
iron  or  steel;  that  is,  they  found  a  warranty,  the  breach,  and 
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that  the  saw  was  worthless  as  a  saw^  a  verdict  the  most 
favorable  possible  to  the  defendant,  unless  they  had  taken 
the  view  insisted  upon  by  the  defendant;  that,  if  the  saw 
was  worthless  as  a  saw,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict. 

The  court,  I  think,  was  right  in  the  instruction  given. 
There  has  been  no  disaffirmance  of  the  contract  by  the 
defendant,  and  when  he  was  sued,  as  he  was,  for  the  price 
of  the  saw,  which  he  had  retained,  he  could  only  recoups  his 
damages  for  the  breach  of  the  warranty. 

The  warranty,  whether  considered  as  express  or  implied, 
was  nothing  more  than  a  general  warranty  of  quality,  and 
the  rule  of  damage  for  the  breach  of  such  a  warranty  is  well 
settled  to  be  the  diffierence  between  the  value  of  the  goods, 
if  they  had  corresponded  with  the  warranty,  and  their  actual 
value  {Midler  agt.  Eno^  4  Kern.  606 ;  Voorhees  agt.  Earlj 
2  Hillj  208  J  Cary  agt.  Grumany  4  HiMj  625) ;  or,  as  stated 
in  Cary  agt.  Chwnany  upon  the  breach  of  the  warranty  of 
the  quality  of  an  article,  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  "  such  sum 
as,  together. with  the  cash  value  of  the  defective  article,  shall 
amount  to  what  it  would  have  been  worth  if  the  defect  had 
not  existed.'^  That  is  what  the  jury  were  directed  to  give 
in  this  case. 

I  do  not  discover  any  foundation,  either  in  justice  or  in 
law,  for  the  distinction  which  the  defendant's  counsel  con- 
tends for,  between  the  case  when  the  article  is  wholly  and 
that  when  it  is  only  partially  unfit  for  the  use  for  which  it 
was  intended,  provided  in  each  case  it  has  son^e  intrinsic 
value.  In  the  one  case,  equally  with  the  other,  if  the  arti- 
cle had  been  retained  by  the  vendee,  he  should,  in  estimating 
his  damage,  allow  the  vendor  for  the  actual  value  of  the 
article,  and  this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  cases. 

There  being  no  warranty  that  the  saw  was  fit  for  slqj  spe- 
cific use,  there  is  no  opportunity  for  the  application  of  the 
rule  that  the  vendee  is  entitled  to  such  damages,  beyond 
those  contemplated  by  the  rule  above  stated,  as  were  the 
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natural  and  necessary  consequences  of  the  breach,  which  has 
been  applied  to  cases  when  the  warranty  has  been  so  spe- 
cific. {Passenger  agt.  Thorbutny  35  Barb.  17 ;  S.  C  34  N. 
Y.  JR.  634.)  It  is  only'^to  such  cases  that  this  rule  has  been 
applied.  It  was  said  in  Hargous  agt.  Ahlon  (5  HiUy  473) : 
•*A  warranty  or  promise  concerning  a  thing  being  general, 
that  is  to  say,  not  having  reference  to  any  purpose  for  which 
it  is  to  be  used  out  of  the  ordinary  course,  the  law  does  not 
go  beyond  the  general  market  in  search  for  an  indemnity 
against  its  breach.*^  {See  also  Milburn  agt.  BeUonij  34  Barh. 
G07.)  The  offer  to  show  the  damages  which  the  defendant 
had  sustained  consequent  upon  the  failure  of  the  saw  to 
operate  was  therefore  properly  overruled. 

There  was  no  error  in  the  admission  of  the  testimony  of 
the  witness  Lorick  as  to  the  value  of  the  saw  as  old  iron  or 
steel.  He  had  been  in  the  business  of  manufacturing  saws 
thirteen  years,  and  for  an  equal  length  of  time,  before  had 
been  a  blacksmith,  and  was  familiar  with  the  material  and 
quality  of  saws.  These  facts  were,  at  least,  prima  facie  suf- 
ficient to  show  him  competent  to  speak  of  the  value  per 
pound  of  old  iron  or  steel,  and  of  the  weight  of  such  a  saw. 
That  the  evidence  itself  is  competent,  appears  from  what  has 
already  been  said  in  regard  to  to  the  propriety  of  allowing 
the  value  shown  by  it  to  the  plainti£&  in  the  estimate  of 
damages. 

As  the  jury  found  a  warranty  and  the  breach  already  men- 
tioned, it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  exceptions  arising 
upon  the  admission  or  rejection  of  evidence  with  reference 
to  the  fact  of  the  warranty.  Whether  those  rulings  were 
right  or  wrong,  they  have  not  prejudiced  the  defendant. 

Upon  the  whole  case,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

All  concur. 

Affirmed. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
RuFUS  E.  McHabq  agt.  Albert  L.  Eastman. 

In  an  action  against  a  tnutee  of  a  mann&ctaring  corporation  incorporated  under  the 
general  law  of  the  state,  to  recover  the  penalty — ^the  debt  contracted  by  the  eor^ 
poration — ^for  neglecting  to  file  an  annual  feport  required  by  said  act,  the  com- 
plaint is  fatally  defective  where  it  does  not  allege  that  the  debt  »ai  e3n$Ung  at  the 
time  the  d^auU  voi  made  by  the  trustees  to  file  their  report. 

Where  the  complaint  does  not  allege  that  the  debt  against  the  corporation  is  unpaid, 
or  that  it  was  unpaid  when  the  trustees  failed  to  make  their  report,  but  avers  that 
the  judgment  (which  was  previously  recovered  against  the  corporation  for  the 
debt)  and  debt  have  been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  and  "there  is  now  due  to  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $899.04,"  the  complaint  held  defective 
within  the  case  of  Ohambert  agt  Leuri*  (28  N,  T.  B.  454). 

The  complaint  in  such  an  action  must  also  allege  that  the  defendant  wu  a  tnutee  at 
the  time  of  the  default.  An  allegation  that  he  has  at  all  times  been  president  of 
the  corporation,  although  the  president  must  be  selected  from  the  trustees,  and 
is  necessarily  a  trustee,  is  not  sufficient  as  an  allegation  against  him  as  trustee. 
The  defendant  must  be  sued  as  trustee,  and  not  as  president. 

General  Termj  February ,  1867. 

Robertson^  Monell  and  GARvm^  Justices. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  was  one  of , the 
trustees  of  the  Washington  Medallion  Pen  Company,  organ- 
ized under  the  general  incorporating  act  of  this  state.  That 
the  certificate  of  incorporation  was  filed  February  10,  1867. 
That  said  company  purchased  machinery  and  gave  their 
promissory  note  for  the  price  thereof;  upon  which  note  an 
action  was  brought  against  the  company,  judgment  recovered, 
and  an  execution  thereon  returned  unsatisfied.  That  the 
said  debt  and  judgment  were  afterwards  duly  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff.  That  said  company  has  not  annually,  within 
twenty  days  from  the  first  day  of  January,  of  any  year  since 
its  organization,  made  and  published  a  report,  as  required  by 
the  eleventh  section  of  the  said  act.  That  the  business  of 
the  company  was  carried  on  in  the  city  of  New  York.  The 
complaint  demanded  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment against  the  company,  with  interest. 
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The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  that  it  did  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action* 

The  demurrer  was  overruled^  and  the  defendant  appealed. 

Mr.  Fuller,  for  appellant 
Mr.  Sawyer,  for  respondent 

'  By  the  courtj  Monell,  J.  The  reference  in  the  complaint 
to  the  "  eleventh '^  section  of  the  general  manufacturing  law, 
instead  of  the  twelfth  section  of  said  act,  which  prescribes 
the  duties  of  corporations  in  respect  to  making  annual 
reports,  was  apparently  a  mere  error  of  the  draftsman  or 
coppst  of  the  pleading.  It  is  wholly  immaterial  Public 
statutes  need  not  be  recited  or  even  referred  to  in  a  pleading. 
It  is  sufficient  if  the  case  is  brought  within  the  statute. 
{Bayard  agt.  Smith j  17  Wend.  88  j  Cole  agt.  Jessupy  10  How. 
Pr.  R.  524.)  In  pleading  a  private  statute  or  a  right  derived 
therefrom,  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  such  statute  by  its  title, 
&c.  {Codey  ^  163.)  The  reference,  therefore,  to  the  eleventh 
section  was  mere  surplusage,  and  the  error  must  be  disre- 
garded; more  especially,  as  all  question  is  removed  by  a 
subsequent  averment  in  the  complaint  that  such  company 
has  not  published  and  filed  any  such  repors  as  is  required  by 
"  said  law.^ 

The  liability  imposed  by  the  act  upon  trustees  of  manu&c- 
turing  companies  for  neglecting  to  file  an  annual  report  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  penalty  for  misconduct  in  office.  {Bird  agt. 
Haydeny  2  Abb.  Pr.  R.  N.  8.  61.)  The  penalty  imposed  is 
the  debt  contracted  by  the  corporation. 

Although  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  against  the  corpora- 
tion extinguishes  the  debt  as  to  it,  I  do  not  think  that  such 
recovery  afiects  the  penal  liability  of  a  trustee.  A  judgment 
is  a  debt,  and  the  extinguishment  of  the  simple  contract  debt, 
and  its  merger  into  the  higher  debt,  does  not  in  terms,  nor 
by  implication,  dissharge  the  liability  of  a  trustee.  It  may 
operate  as  a  bar  to  another  action  against  the  corporation, 


NEW  YORK  PRACnOE  REPORTa  207 

HcHarg  agt.  Eaatmao. 

bat  it  lays  no  foundation  for  an  action  against  a  trustee. 
Such  latter  action  is  not  for  the  recovery  of  the  debt,  but  to 
recover  a  penalty,  the  measure  of  which  is  regulated  by  the 
debt. 

While  the  statute  does  not  require  a  judgment  against  the 
corporation,  as  preliminary  to  charging  a  trustee,  as  is 
required  to  fix  the  liability  of  stockholders,  in  certain  cases, 
it  does  not  forbid  such  a  judgment.  The  liability  is  for  a 
debt  contracted  by  the  corporation,  but  the  judgment  is  not 
evidence  of  such  debt,  nor  is  the  amount  of  the  judgment  the 
sole  measure  of  damages  against  a  trustee.  •  Trustees  are  only 
liable  for  their  own  defaidt  or  misconduct,  and  not  for  the 
default  or  misconduct  of  their  predecessors  or  successors  in 
office.  {Boughton  agt.  Otis^  21  N.  Y.  B,  261 ;  Shaler  agt. 
HaU  Quarry  Co.  27  Id.  297.)  Hence,  it  must  appear  that 
the  penalty  was  incurred  while  they  held  oflice.  So,  an 
action  to  recover  such  a  penalty  must  be  brought  within 
three  years  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued. 
.  (Code^  %  92,  sub.  2;  Merchants  BanJc  agt.  BlisSy  21  How.  Pr. 
365  J  S.  C.  13  Abb.  Pr.  B.  225.)  The  debt,  therefore,  must 
exist  at  the  time  of  the  default,  and  be  contracted  by  the 
corporation  while  the  trustees  sought  to  be  made  liable  are 
in  office ;  and  the  statute  has  reference  to  such  debts  and  no 
others.  {Botighton  agt.  OtiSy  supra.)  A  difierent  construc- 
tion would  render  the  three  years  limitation  nugatory.  A 
creditor  could  delay  suing  a  corporation  upon  its  contract 
until  the  day  immediately  before  that  on  which  the  statute 
of  limitations  would  attach ;  and  then,  having  obtained  judg- 
ment, wait  nearly  three  years  longer  before  attempting  to 
charge  the  trustees;  and  then  allege  the  judgment  to  be 
the  debt,  and  that  the  statute  began  to  run  only  firom  its 
recovery. 

Upon  the  construction  I  have  given  the  statute,  the 
"debt"  for  which  the  trustee  may  become  liable  is  the  orig- 
inal debt  contracted  by  the  corporation,  and  not  the  judg- 
ment which  the  creditor  may  have  recovered  against  the 
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corporation.  The  recovery  of  ruch  judgment  was,  therefore, 
unnecessary,  and  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  in  respect 
to  it  entirely  immaterial.  It  did  not  extinguish  the  debt,  in 
the  sense  that  the  trustee  would  not  be  liable  for  his  own 
default ;  nor  did  it  become  any  material  fact  in  the  statement 
of  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action. 

But  the  complaint  is  defective,  I  think,  in  not  averring 
that  the  debt  was  existing  at  the  time  the  trustees  were  in 
default  by  omitting  to  publish  their  annual  report,  or  was 
contracted  afterwards. 

The  debt  was  contracted  on  the  3d  of  April,  1863.  For 
such  debt  the  trustees  in  office  at  the  time  became  liable,  by 
omitting  to  file  a  report  within  twenty  days  from  the  first 
day  of  January,  1864.  The  complaint  does  not  allege  that 
such  debt  was  existing  at  the  time  default  was  made,  by  the 
trustees. 

The  judgment  was  recovered  October  24,  1863,  and  it  is 
alleged  that  an  execution  was  at  the  same  time  issued,  which 
has  been  returned  unsatisfied.  It  is  not  alleged  that  the 
judgment  or  the  debt  against  the  corporation  is  unpaid,  or 
that  it  was  unpaid  when  the  trustees  failed  to  make  their 
report;  the  only  averment  being,  that  the  judgment  and  the 
debt  have  been  assigned  to  the  plaintifif,  and  ^Hhere  is  now 
due  to  the  plaintifi*  from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  three  hun- 
dred and  ninety-nine  dollars  and  four  cents.'^  Whether  such 
amount  is  due  upon  the  judgment,  or  for  the  debt,  or  upon 
the  defendant's  liability  as  a  trustee,  or  otherwise,  does  not 
-appear. 

This  criticism  of  the  complaint  is  justified  by  Chambers 
agt.  Lewis  (28  JV.  Y.  R.  454). 

Again,  the  statute  makes  the  trustees  liable ;  but  it  is  not 
averred  in  the  complaint  that  the  defendant  was  a  trustee  at 
the  time  of  default,  unless  the  allegation  that  he  has  at  all 
times  been  president  of  the  corporation  is  to  be  regarded  as 
sufficient.    The  president,  it  is  true,  must  be  selected  from 
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the  trustees,  and  is  necessarily  a  trustee ;  but,  I  think,  he 
must  be  sued  as  a  trustee,  and  not  as  president. 

For  the  reasons  assigned,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts 
stated  in  the  complaint  are  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action;  and  that,  therefore,  the  demurrer  should  hare  been 
sustained. 

The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  should  be  reversed,  and 
judgment  rendered  for  the  defendant  thereon,  with  costs; 
with  leave  to  the  plaintifi  to  amend  his  complaint,  on  pay- 
ment of  such  costs. 

No  costs  to  either  party  on  the  appeal 
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William  Tbacy  and  others  agt.  William  T.  Veeder  and 
Owen  H.  Gufpin,  impleaded  with  others. 

There  is  bat  one  form  of  order  of  arrett  preecribed  in  the  Code,  and  that  ia  contained 
in  section  183.  All  orders  of  arrest  most  contain  the  requisites  therein  stated. 
They  mut  require  the  sheriff  to  arrest  the  defendant  and  hold  him  to  bail ;  and 
most  require  this  to  be  done  in  a  specified  sum. 

The  order  of  arrest  issued  under  subdivision  3  of  section  179  must  be  in  form  col* 
formable  to  section  183,  the  same  as  an  order  issued  in  any  other  case ;  and  is  not 
required  to  be  in  a  sum  equal  to  double  the  value  of  the  property,  as  stated  in  the 
aiAdavit  of  the  plaintiff  accompanying  the  replevin  papers. 

Consequently,  where  the  order  specifies  the  sum  in  which  the  defendant  is  to  be  held 
to  bail  at  less  than  double  the  sum  stated  in  the  affidavit,  it  does  not  make  the 
order  void ;  and  being  for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  he  cannot  move  to  set  i 
aside  en  that  ground.  ^ 

An  order  of  arrest  is  not  defective  because  it  omits  to  recite  the  tubdivision  (ot  $  179) 
under  which  it  is  issued.  Although  this  would  be  a  convenience,  and  probably 
^rould  be  better  to  incorporate  such  taei  in  the  order,  yet  it  cannot  be  regarded  as 
absolutely  obligatory,  because  the  statute  does  not  require  it ;  and  the  court  must 
be  careful  not  to  put  into  the  statute  words  which  it  does  not  contain. 

On  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  of  arrest,  where  there  is  no  suflicient  evidence 
produced  that  the  order  was  issued  under  subdivision  3  of  section  179,  the  motion 
cannot  succeed,  where  it  is  conceded  by  the  mover  that,  if  the  order  was  not  issued 
under  that  subdivision,  it  is  unobjectionable. 

A  defendant  cannot  succeed  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  order  of  arrest,  by  claim* 
ing  that  it  was  issued  under  subdivision  3  of  section  179,  in  reference  to  a  conceal- 
m€^t  of  the  property,  which  he  attempts  to  explain  satisfactory,  but  upon  whioh 
Vol..  XXXV.  14 
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point  there  is  oontradietory  eTidenee,  while  the  plamtlir'B  ewe  is  almoet  nn^mih^ 
upon  the  point— which  iB  (he  gravaman  of  the  eomplAint,  that  Jalse  cmd  fnmdnlmi 
npnefentolioiw  were  made  by  one  of  the  defendants  in  the  porchaae  of  the  property 
on  credit,  which  would  bring  the  action  nnder  Babdiyieion  1  of  Beolion  179. 

If  the  defendaati,  in  an  action  for  daim  and  delivery,  claim  the  beneilta  of  tbe  pii^ 
ohaae  of  the  properQr,  which  it  is  alleged  waa  made  by  their  agent  fraiidalently, 
altbongh  they  allege  a  want  of  knowledge  of  Bach  firandolent  pnrchaaei  theT 
thereby  indorae  the  agency. 

Eyery  ratification  of  an  aBBomed  agency  ia  eqniTalent  to  an  original  authority. 

Where  the  plaintiffB  inatitate  proceedinga  for  the  daim  and  delivery  of  personal  pro 
eerty,  and  thereby  obtain  a  porUon  of  ii^  they  do  not  thereby  waive  an  ardur  tf 
arreti  againat  the  defendants  for  the  recovery  of  the  remainder,  or  for  damagwi  for 
its  detention,  on  the  groond  that  the  order  of  arrest  mnst  be  applicable  to  the  eniin 
caute  of  action^  and  not  to  a  part  only ;  and  that  the  plaintiflTconld  not  iBBae  exeeo- 
tion  against  the  person  of  the  defendanta  for  the  portion  of  the  property  in  th 
plaintifb'  possession,  and  therefore  coold  not  issne  such  execution  at  all ;  and  U 
not^  an  order  of  arrest  wonld  be  equally  improper. 

The  delivery  of  a  portion  of  the  property  to  the  plaintiflb  under  the  proeeedinga  in 
replevin  ia  not  decisive  of  their  right  to  retain  it  That  question  has  yet  to  be 
dedded  in  the  action.  If  decided  adversely  to  the  plaintiUs,  they  must  restore  all 
they  have  thus  acquired.  If  the  plaintifb  succeed,  they  will  have  judgment  for 
the  delivery  of  so  much  of  the  property  as  they  have  not  already  received,  or  for 
its  value,  if  not  obtainable. 

Therefore,  the  execution  can  go  for  no  larger  amount  than  the  defendants  are  really 
bound  to  pay,  nor  tor  anything  or  any  amount  for  which  an  execution  againat  the 
person  may  not  legally  issue. 

AVxmy  Oeneral  Termy  Ma/reh^  1867. 

Before  Pecehah^  Miller  and  Hooebooh^  JusKcea. 

Appeal  by  defendants  from  order  of  special  term  reftudng^ 
to  vacate  order  of  arrest. 

The  defendant  Veeder  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail^  in 
Albany  county^  upon  papers  and  aflSdavits  tending  to  show 
that  he  obtained  the  goods,  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession 
of  which  this  action  was  brought,  from  the  plaintiffi,  who 
were  merchants  in  New  York,  by  false  representations  of 
the  solvency  and  condition  of  a  firm  in  Coboes,  to  whom 
they  were  sold,  of  which  firm  he  was  supposed  or  represented 
himself  to  be  one,  in  connection  with  the  defendant  GuflSn ; 
and  also  tending  to  show  that  when  the  sheriff  came  to  sraee 
the  goods,  at  the  store  in  Cohoes,  the  defendants  concealed 
them,  endeavored  to  prevent  access  to  the  store,  and  to  pre- 
vent the  identification  of  the  goods.  Many  of  these  allega- 
tions were  denied  in  the  opposing  aflBdavits  used  to  resist  the 
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motion  at  special  term,  and  were  also  to  some  extent  cor- 
roborated by  supplementary  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffiu 

The  .motion  to  discharge  the  order  of  arrest  was  founded 
principally  upon  the  ground  that  the  application  for  the  order 
of  arrest  was  under  the  3d  subdivision  of  section  179  of  the 
Code,  which  is  as  follows:  ^^3.  In  an  action  to  recover  the 
possession  of  personal  property  unjustly  detained,  where  the 
property,  or  any  part  thereof,  has  been  concealed,  removed 
or  disposed  of,  so  that  it  cannot  be  found  or  taken  by  the 
sheriff,  and  with  the  intent  that  it  should  not  be  so  found  or 
taken,  or  with  the  intent  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  bene- 
fit thereof;''  and  that  the  evidence  did  not  make  out  a  case 
under  that  subdivision;  and  also  that  the  order  of  arrest 
(which  was  in  conformity  with  the  language  of  section  163 
of  the  Code)  was  irregular  and  void,  in  that  it  did  not  specify 
the  cause  of  arrest,  as  required  by  section  187  of  the  C!ode, 
so  as  to  enable  the  defendant  to  give  an  undertaking  in  con- 
formity vrith  section  211  of  the  Code,  as  specified  in  section 
187. 

The  value  of  the  property  was  sworn  to  be  about  $1,250, 
and  the  sum  specified  in  the  order  of  arrest  <>n  which  the 
defendant  was  to  give  bail  was  $1,300. 

The  other  material  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

B.  W.  Peceham,  Jr.,  far  plaintiffsj  respondents. 
N.  C.  MoAE,  for  defendants^  appellants. 

HooEBOOM,  J.  In  this  case,  I  have  come  to  the  following 
conclusions: 

1.  The  order  of  arrest,  assuming  it  to  have  been  made 
uniler  subdivision  3  of  section  179  of  the  Code,  was  correct 
in  point  of  form. 

There  is  but  one  form  of  order  of  arrest  prescribed  in  the 
Code,  and  tiiat  is  contained  in  section  183.  The  present 
order  conforms  to  it,  and  I  think  it  governs  all  cases  of  orders 
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of  arrest.  All  orders  of  arrest  must^  I  think^  contain  the 
requisites  therein  stated,  and  I  do  not  deem  it  indispensable 
that  they  should  contain  any  other  characteristics.  As  to 
some  of  them,  it  would  be  quite  convenient,  and  not  impro- 
per, that  they  should  do  so ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  it  is 
imperative.  Every  order,  it  is  plain,  must  require  the  sheriflf 
to  aiTest  the  defendant  and  hold  him  to  bail.  I  think  everv 
order  must  require  this  to  be  done  in  a  specified  sum.  It  is 
conceded  that  this  is  so  in  ordinary  cases,  but  claimed  that  it 
is  not  so  under  subdivision  3 ;  or  rather  (if  I  understand  the 
argument),  that  it  must  be,  under  subdivision  3,  in  a  sum 
equal  to  double  the  value  of  the  property  as  stated  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  accompanpng  the  replevin  papers 
{^^  187,  211),  and  that  in  this  case  it  is  not  such  a  sum,  but 
a  less  sum.  I  think  a  less  sum  would  not  make  the  order 
void;  and  being  for  the  advantage  of  the  defendants,  they 
could  not  set  it  aside  on  that  ground.  I  do  not  find  this  affi- 
davit among  the  papers,  as  it  should  be  for  the  purposes  of 
the  defendants,  although  it  is  probable  from  other  papers 
that  the  alleged  value  was  some  $1,250,  while  the  sum 
named  in  the  order  of  arrest  was  only  $1,300. 

The  order  is  said  to  be  defective  because  it  does  not  recite 
in  effect,  that  it  was  issued  under  subdivision  3  of  section 
179.  I  see  no  impropriety,  but  a  convenience  that  it  should 
be  so ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  obligatory.  It  would  be  quite 
proper — certainly  not  prohibited — ^that  when  issued  under 
other  siibdivisions  of  that  section,  it  should  recite  the  fact ; 
but  it  is  not  indispensable,  and  in  practice  is  known  to  be 
quite  unusual.  Why  should  it  be  exacted  in  the  one  case 
more  than  in  the  other  ?  If  because  a  different  undertaking 
is  required,  the  answer  is,  it  is  always  essential  to  know 
which  kind  of  undertaking  is  to  be  ^iven.  How  is  this  to 
be  known  ?  In  various  ways :  (1.)  It  may  be  specified  in 
the  order,  and  that  is  the  best  way.  (2.)  It  may  be  ascer- 
tained fi"om  the  papers  on  which  the  order  is  granted,  or  from 
the  statement  of  the  attorney  on  which,  if  the  sheriff  do  not 
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choose  to  relv,  he  may  perhaps  demand  an  indemnity,  cer- 
tainly, I  think  an  inspection  of  the  preliminary  papers  and 
opportunity  to  take  advice  about  them.  This  may  occa- 
sion inconvenience  and  delay,  and  I  therefore  agree,  that  it  is 
better  to  incorporate  the  fact  in  the  order ;  but  I  cannot  re- 
gard it  as  absolutely  obligatory  because  the  statute  does  not 
require  it.  We  must  be  careful  not  to  put  into  the  statute 
words  which  it  does  not  contain. 

2.  There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  that  the  order  was  gran- 
ted under  subdivision  3  of  section  179,  and  if  not,  it  is  con- 
ceded to  be  unobjectionable. 

It  is  true  some  of  the  affidavits  tend  to  show  what  is  relied 
on  as  a  concealment  of  the  goods,  to  wit :  a  locking  up  of  the 
store,  a  destruction  of  the  trade-marks,  and  a  refusal  to  iden- 
tify ;  but  these  may  well  have  been  relied  on  as  evidence  of 
fraud  to  characterize  and  aggravate  the  previous  conduct  of 
the  parties,  rather  than  as  making  out  by  themselves,  au 
independent  ground  of  arrest,  founded  on  the  act  of  conceal- 
ment. The  gravamen  of  the  charge  seems  to  rest  upon 
the  supposed  want  of  title  to  the  goods  in  the  defend- 
ants, growing  out  of  the  fraudulent  representations  of 
Veeder,  as  to  the  persons  composing  the  firm,  its  solvency, 
the  amount  of  capital  put  into  the  business  and  other  repre- 
sentations of  that  character,  which  would  have  no  influence 
on  the  question  of  concealment.  Thomas  J.  Strong,  one  of 
the  plaintifis,  in  his  affidavit,  which  is  among  those  on  which 
the  order  of  arrest  ^as  founded,  speaks  of  the  action  in  the 
following  language :  "  That  this  action  for  damages  for  the 
wrongfbl  detention  and  for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  posses- 
sion of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  said  affidavit  of  the  said 
William,  and  of  this  deponent,  was  commenced  on  the 
16th  day  of  November,  1866."  At  all  events,  the  action  be- 
ing capable  of  being  classified  under  subdivision  1  of  section 
179,  I  think  we  are  not  called  upon  to  locate  it  under  sub- 
division 3,  in  order  to  nullify  an  order,  which  would  other- 
wise be  indisputably  valid.  f^*'^  '^ 


214       NEW  YORK  PRACnOE  REPORTS. 

Tracj  agt.  Veeder. 

3.  If  these  observations  are  well  founded  there  is  no  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  order  of  arrest,  as  granted  upon  insuffi- 
cient evidence,  or  being  without  foundation  on  the  &cts, 
whatever  may  be  said  of  the  strength  of  the  defendants'  case 
on  the  question  of  concealment,  as  furnishing  a  plausible 
reason  why  the  door  of  the  store  was  kept  locked,  and  why 
the  trade-marks  were  removed  from  the  goods,  (and  even  in 
these  respects,  I  should  incline  to  retain  the  order  on  the 
ground  that  defendant's  allegations  in  these  particulars,  are 
to  a  considerable  extent,  repelled  and  overcome  by  the  orig- 
inal affidavits  for  the  order  of  arrest,  and  the  supplementary 
affidavits  on  this  motion);  the  plaintiffs'  case  is  almost  unde- 
nied  upon  the  point,  that  false  and  fraudulent  representations 
were  made  by  William  T.  Veeder,  as  to  the  memership  of  the 
firm,  the  solvency  of  the  firm,  the  capital  embarked,  in  it, 
and  the  material  effiict  these  representations  had  in  inducing 
fche  credit.  It  is  quite  clear  that  such  representations  made 
by  the  purchaser  would  vitiate  the  sale,  and  entitle  the  ven- 
dors to  reclaim  the  goods.  It  is  supposed  their  unfavorable 
influence  is  obviated  by  declaring  William  T.  Veeder  no't  to 
be  a  partner,  and  that  the  partners  never  authorized  such 
representations,  and  were  ignorant  of  the  fact  of  their  having 
been  made ;  and  yet  Caroline  A.  Veeder  does  not  disclaim 
them,  and  if  both  partners  denied  them,  I  think  it  would  not 
alter  the  case.  They  disclaim  the  agency  of  William  T.  Vee- 
der, and  yet  they  sent  him  to  make  the  purchase,  they  re- 
ceived the  goods,  and  they  insist  upon  retaining  them.  They 
cannot  thus  repudiate  the  agent,  and  yet  appropriate  to  them- 
selves the  fruits  of  the  agency.  As  their  title  comes  through 
a  polluted  chanel,  it  is  corrupted  and  worthless.  If  they 
claim  the  benefit  of  the  purchase,  they  must  be  held  respon- 
sible for  the  means  by  which  it  was  consummated.  If  they 
were  ignorant  of  them  at  the  time,  they  must,  when  knowl- 
edge comes,  make  their  election '  beween  repudiating  it  alto- 
gether, or  accepting  it  with  the  burdens  which  c*ccompany 
it.     This  they  have  done.     They  insist  on  the  ber^fit  of  tb^ 
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purchase,  aad  th^y  thereby  indorse  the  agency.  Every  rati- 
fication of  an  assumed  agency^  is  equivalent  to  an  original 
authority.       - 

Nor  is  the  assignee  of  the  partners  protected  from-  the  ope- 
ration of  this  rule.  Not  being  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration; he  stands  in  no  better  position  in  this  respect  than 
his  assignors,  and  the  property  is  equally  subject  to  be  re- 
claimed by  the  vendors  as  if  it  were  still  in  their  hands. 

Perhaps  it  is  a  more  difficult  question  to  say  whether  Guf- 
fin  is  subject  to  an  order  of  arrest  for  the  fraud  of  Veeder. 
Were  it  necessary  to  decide  the  question^  I  should  be  inclined 
to  say  he  was,  if  he  adopted  it^  and  must  be  held  responsible 
for  the  frauds  of  the  agent,  if  he  accepts  the  ill-gotten  gains 
acquired  by  the  fraud,  as  well  on  the  score  of  liability  to  ar- 
rest, as  on  the  score  of  losing  title  to  the  property  itself. 
But  the  question  does  not  seem  to  arise.  Under  subdivision 
1  of  section  179,  the  defendant  may  be  arrested  in  all  cases, 
where  the  action  is  for  wrongfully  taking  or  converting  prop- 
erty; and  under  subdivision  3,  in  all  cases  where  the  defend- 
ant has  participated  in  the  act  of  concealment,  as  it  is  not 
denied  that  Guffin  did,  if  there  was  any  act  ot  guilty  conceal- 
ment. 

4.  The  remaining  question  is,  to  state  it  in  the  language 
of  the  defendants:  whether  the  plaintiffs  having  instituted 
proceedings  for  a  claim  and  delivery  of  the  property,  and 
thereby  obtained  a  portion  of  the  goods  whereof  possession 
was  sought,  waived  and  were  not  entitled  to  process  to  arrest 
the  defendants,  or  either  of  them. 

I  am  not  sure  that  I  precisely  comprehend  the  position  of 
the  defendants,  but  I  understand  it  to  be  this :  that  as  the 
order  of  arrest  must  be  applicable  to  the  entire  cause  of  action, 
and  not  to  a  part  only,  and  as  the  plaintiffs  by  their  process 
did,  before  the  order  of  arrest  was  granted,  obtain  possession 
of  a  part  of  the  goods  replevied  (although  only  S20  in  value), 
here  was  a  portion  of  the  goods  for  which,  being  in  plainti£&' 
possession  an  execution  against  the  person  of  the  defendants, 
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could  not  issue,  and  hence  such  execution  could  not  issue  at 
all;  and  if  not,  an  order  of  arrest  would  be  equally  improper. 
The  delivery  of  the  property,  however,  to  the  plaintiffs  un- 
der the  proceedings  in  replevin,  is  not  decisive  of  the  i:ight 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  retain  it.  That  question  has  yet  to  be  de- 
cided in  the  action.  It  may  be  decided  adversely  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  in  such  event  the  plaintifis  must  restore  all  they 
have  thus  acquired.  If  the  plaintiffs  succeed,  they  will  have 
judgment  for  the  delivery  of  the  property,  or  for  its  value ; 
but  I  think  only  for  the  delivery  of  so  much  of  it,  as  they 
have  not  already  received,  and  if  not  obtainable  only  for  the 
valtie  of  so  much  as  should  have  been  delivered.  There  is 
no  possibility,  therefore,  that  the  execution  can  go  for  any 
larger  amount  than  the  defendants  are  really  bound  to  pay, 
nor  for  any  thing,  or  any  amount,  for  which  an  execution 
against  the  person  may  not  legally  issue. 

As  I  understand  the  proposition,  it  is  not  well  taken. 

These  embrace  all  the  points  presented.  I  think  none  of 
the  objections  to  the  order  of  arrest  are  tenable,  and  that  the 
order  of  the  special  term  should  be  affirmedy  with  ten  dollars 
costs  of  appeal. 

Peckham,  J.,  concurred. 

Miller,  J.  wrote  an  opinion  for  affirmance. 


•  ♦• 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

EuQENE  S.  Ballin  and  others,  executors,  Ac,  appellants  agt. 
Chablotte  B.  Dillaye,  impleaded,  Ac,  respondents. 

Where  a  marritd  woman  pnrchaaee  real  estate  and  ezeeates  a  bond  and  wutrigagt  to 
secnre  a  part  of  the  parchase  money,  on  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and  sale 
of  Bach  property,  her  separate  estate  is  chargeable  in  eqnity  with  the  payment 
of  any  d^/iciencjf  on  saoh  sale.    Her  obligation  arising  from  the  exeootion  of  the 
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bond,  wa«  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate.    And  her  .separate  estate,  as  a 
wkoUj  becomes  liable  for  any  indebtedness  contracted  by  her  for  its  benefit. 

September  Term^  1867. 

Parker,  J.  The  action  in  this  case  was  brought  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  executed  by  the  defendant,  then  and  now  a 
married  woman,  and  her  husband.  By  stipulation  of  the  par- 
ties judgment  of  foreclosure  and  sale  was  entered,  leaving  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  the  defendant  upon  her  bond  for 
the  deficiency,  if  any  there  should  be,  to  be  determined  after 
it  was  ascertained  that  such  deficiency  existed,  and  the  amount 
of  it. 

A  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises  was  had,  and  a  deficiency 
reported  of  $6,643.73,  and  interest  from  February  2,  1864. 

The  defendant  acquired  her  title  to  the  premises  by  pur- 
chase upon  a  previous  mortgage  sale  in  favor  of  the  Mer- 
chants' Bank,  on  the  14th  day  of  November,  1860.  At  the 
time  of  such  sale  the  plaintiffs  held  a  mortgage,  junior  to  the 
one  on  which  the  premises  were  sold,  upon  the  same  prem- 
ises, for  about  $8,000 ;  and  on  that  day  the  parties  entered 
into  the  following  agreement,  viz. : 

"I,  Charlotte  B.  Dillaye,  by  and  with  the  assent  of  Stephen 
D.  Dillaye,  my  husband,  testified  to  by  his  writing  herein, 
do  agree  with  E.  S.  Ballin  and  others,  executors  of  Martin 
Cone,  as  follows : 

^^  1.  I  recognize  the  bond  and  mortgage  held  by  them  as 
valid. 

"  2.  I  agree  to  pay  or  secure  the  same. 

"3.  As  the  executors  would  bid  on  the  property  to  the 
extent  of  said  mortgage,  and  it  is  my  vnsh  they  should  not 
do  so,  I  agree  to  secure  said  mortgage  by  a  new  mortgage, 
to  be  executed  and  delivered  simultaneously  with  the  filing 
of  the  affidavits  of  sale  under  the  mortgages  held  by  the  Mer- 
chants' Bank  of  Syracuse. 

^'  There  are  certain  thirty-two  lots  not  to  b^  embraced  in 
the  new  mortgage.  The  property  is  the  Rust  farm,  and  is 
80  described  in  the  mortgage  to  the  executors.     The  prop- 
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erty  is  mortgaged  also  to  the  further  amount  of  some  $7,000, 
advanced  this  day  by  the  executors  to  extricate  the  title  from 
embarrassment." 

In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  bond  and  mortgage  in 
question  in  this  action  were,  on  the  14th  of  November,  I860, 
executed  by  the  defendant  and  her  husband. 

After  the  report  of  sale  in  this  action,  showing  the  defici- 
ency, the  question  of  the  liability  of  Mrs.  Dillaye  for  the  de- 
ficiency came  up  for  trial  at  special  term,  upon  which  trial 
the  plaintiffs  put  in  evidence  the  judgment  roll  in  foreclosure ; 
also  the  said  agreement,  the  bond  accompanying  the  mortg- 
age foreclosed,  the  report  of  the  sale  and  deficiency,  and  the 
proceedings  in  foreclosure  of  the  Merchants'  Bank  mortgages, 
and  ofiered  to  prove  that  the  defendant,  Charlotte  B.  Dillaye^ 
at  the  time  of  giving  said  bond  and  mortgage,  was  possessed 
of  a  separate  estate  from  her  husband  of  810,000;  to  which 
the  counsel  for  said  defendant  objected,  and  the  court  sus- 
tained the  objection ;  to  which  ruling  and  decision  the  plain- 
tiffs' counsel  excepted. 

The  plaintifib  then  ofiered  to  show  that  Mrs.  Dillaye  sold 
several  lots,  which  she  purchased  under  the  Merchants'  Bank 
foreclosure,  and  which  she  had  previously  contracted  away 
to  other  parties,  the  same  being  left  out  of  the  moTtgage  in 
question,  under  the  stipulation.  To  this  the  defendant's 
counsel  objected.  The  objection  was  sustained,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs' counsel  excepted. 

The  court  found  and  decided  as  follows : 

^^  This  action  coming  on  for  trial  upon  the  question  re- 
served as  to  the  personal  liability  of  the  above  named  Char- 
lotte B.  Dillaye  to  pay  the  deficiency  after  the  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  4  and  after  hearing  the  proofs  and  alle- 
gations of  the  respective  parties,  and  after  hearing  counsel,  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  no  judgment  can  legally 
be  entered  up  against  her  for  such  deficiency.  This  conclu- 
sion is  based  upon  the  stipulation  of  the  parties,  and  the  judg- 
ment roll  in  foreclosure,  as  to  the  facts.    As  a  matter  of  law 
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I  hold  that  a  married  woman  is  not  personally  bound  by  her 
agreement  to  pay  the  purchase  price  of  real  estate  which  she 
purchases  for  her  separate  property^  although  she  has  a  sep- 
arate estate." 

Upon  this  decision  judgment  was  entered  for  the  defend- 
ant,  which^  upon  appeal  to  the  general  term,  was  affirmed, 
and  from  the  judgment  of  affirmance  the  plaintifis  appeal  to 
this  court. 

Although  the  terms  of  the  conclusion  of  law  stated  by  the 
court  seem  to  look  only  to  the  personal  liability  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  not  to  that  of  her  separate  estate,  they  must-  be 
construed  as  excluding  her  estate  from  the  liability  also ;  for 
the  case  calls  for  a  decision  of  that  question,  and  that  was 
regarded  as  the  question  by  the  general  term.  Besides,  if 
the  case  shows  her  estate  liable,  the  decision,  in  either  view, 
is  equally  erroneous.  The  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  for  the 
more  effectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married  women, 
did  not  remove  the  general  disability  of  married  women  to 
bind  themselves  by  their  contracts  j  but  the  power  conferred 
by  those  statutes  to  hold  to  their  separate  use,  and  to  convey 
and  devise,  all  their  real  and  personal  estate,  as  if  unmarried, 
carried  with  it  the  power  to  charge  such  estate  substantially 
in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent  previously  authorized  by  the 
rules  of  equity  in  respect  to  separate  estates.  (Tale  agt. 
Dederer,  18  N.  Y.  Rj  265 ;  S.  C,  22  K  F.  JS.,  450.) 

The  rule,  as  recognized  and  established  by  the  courts  of 
equity  in  this  state,  is  stated  by  the  chancellor,  in  Gardner 
agt.  Gardner  (7  Paige,  112),  as  follows:  "The  wife  may 
have  a  separate  estate  of  her  own,  which  estate  is  chargea- 
ble in  equity  for  any  debt  she  may  contract  on  the  credit  of, 
or  for  the  use  of  such  estate."  Again,  in  the  North  American 
Coal  Company  agt.  Dyett  (7  Paige,  9),  the  same  learned  chan- 
cellor says :  "  The  feme  covert  is,  as  to  her  separate  estate, 
considered  as  sfeme  sole,  and  may  in  ];*erson,  or  by  her  legally 
authorized  agent,  bind  such  separate  estate  with  the  pay- 
ment of  debts  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  or  ^or  her 
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own  benefit  upon  its  credit."  In  Curtis  agt.  Engel  (2  Sandf. 
Ch,  R,,  2S7)y  the  complainants  filed  their  bill  as  creditors  of 
Mrs.  Engel^  the  defendant^  to  charge  the  indebtedness  upon 
her  separate  estate.  The  learned  assistant  vice-chancellor 
Sandford,  said  :  '^In  order  to  maintain  their  suit  they  must 
show  that  the  debt  was  contracted  either^  the  benefit  of  her 
separate  estate^  or  for  her  own  benefit^  upon  the  credit  of  the 
separate  estate.  Whatever  may  have  been  the  expressions 
of  judges  on  the  subject,  this  is  the  utmost  extent  to  which 
the  doctrine  has  been  carried  by  the  decisions  in  this  state." 

This  rule  is  fully  recognized  and  asserted  in  Yale  agt.  Ded- 
erer  {supra) j  and  in  Wliite  agt.  McNett  (33  N.  Y,  -R.,  371). 

That  the  defendant,  in  the  case  at  bar,  had  a  separate 
estate,  we  may  assume,  although  not  in  terms  found  by  the 
court,  both  because  the  stipulation  and  judgment  roU  refer* 
red  to  in  the  judge's  decision  show  it,  and  because  of  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  plaintiffs'  distinct  offer  to  prove  it. 

Whether  the  obligation  which  the  defendant  took  upon 
herself,  when  she  executed  the  bond  and  mortgage  to  the 
plaintiffs,  was,  in  view  of  the  undisputed  facts  of  the  case, 
for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  in  such  sense  as  to  make 
such  estate  liable,  depends  upon  a  legal  construction,  and  is, 
therefore,  open  for  consideration  in  our  review  of  the  case. 

That  the  arrangement  between  these  parties,  by  which  the 
defendant  was,  by  the  aid  of  the  plaintiffs,  enabled  to  pur- 
chase the  mortgaged  premises,  with  the  additional  thirty- 
two  lots,  was  a  transaction  with  reference  to  her  separate 
estate,  is  but  a  self-evident  proposition,  for  the  premises  so 
purchased  were  either  the  whole  or  part  and  parcel  of  her 
separate  estate.  The  bond  and  mortgage  in  question  were 
given  as  a  part  of  that  transaction,  to  enable  her  to  acquire 
that  separate  estate ;  and  with  reference  to  that  property,  at 
least,  it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  the  obligation  was  entered 
into  by  her  for  the  benefit  of  such  separate  estate. 

The  estate  thus  obtained  was  not  the  mortgaged  premises 
exclusively;  but  thirty-two  lots  in  addition,  and  these,  or 
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their  proceeds^  are  in  themselves  a  separate  estate^  benefited 
by  the  undertaking  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the  money  se- 
cured by  the  bond.  I  do  not  understand  how  it  can  be  said 
that  a  debt  contracted  upon  the  purchase  of  property  which 
the  purchaser  takes  into  possession  and  enjoys,  is  not  a  debt 
contracted  for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser's  estate.  (3  AUcn^ 
541 ;  6  id.y  300;  7  idf.,  504}  8  id.,  387). 

In  White  agt.  McNett  (supra),  where  the  action  was 
against  a  married  woman,  with  her  husband,  upon  a  guaranty 
executed  by  her  and  her  husband,  contained  in  the  transfer 
of  a  mortgage  belonging  to  her,  that  such  mortgage  was  col- 
lectable, it  was  assumed  that,  if  she  had  received  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale,  she  would  have  been  liable. 

Morever,  in  this  case  $7,000  of  the  money  secured  by  the 
bond  and  mortgage  was  advanced  by  the  plaintiffs  to  extri- 
cate the  title  "  of  the  property  purchased  by  her  from  embar- 
rassment." It  can  scarcely  be  denied  that  this  money  went 
to  benefit  her  estate,  and  the  debt  contracted  by  her  for  it 
was  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate. 

I  have  no  doubt,  therefore,  that,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
obligation  which  the  defendant  took  upon  herself,  by  the 
execution  of  the  bond,  was  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate 
estate,  which  is,  therefore,  chargeable  in  equity  with  the 
payment  of  the  deficiency  in  question.  In  such  case  the  lia- 
bility attaches,  not  as  a  specific  lien  on  any  particular  por- 
tion of  her  estate,  but  upon  the  whole  of  it. 

Her  separate  estate,  as  a  whole,  becomes  liable  for  any 
indebtedness  contracted  by  her  for  its  benefit  to  any  extent, 
as  it  was  held  in  North  American  Coal  Company  agt.  Dyett 
(supra,  and  20  Wend.  570),  where  the  indebtedness  arose  for 
coal  furnished  to  a  factory  held  in  trust  for  Mrs.  Dyett,  that 
the  rents  and  profits  of  a  house  in  New  York,  a  portion  of 
her  trust  estate,  were  held  liable  to  be  reached  for  the  indebt- 
-edness..  (See  also  3  AUen,  541;  6  Id.  300;  7  Id.  504;  8  Id. 
387.)     • 

The  defendant's  counsel  insists,  however,  that  the  fact  that 
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she  had  a  separate  estate  cannot  be  considered^  because  not 
set  up  in  the  complaint,  and  the  court  was  and  is  bound  to 
consider  the  case  upon  the  issue  found  by  the  pleadings ;  and 
for  the  reason  that  the  stipulation  by  which  the  plaintiffs 
were  allowed  to  take  judgment  for  foreclosure  and  sale, 
reserving  the  question  of  defendant's  liability  for  the  defi- 
ciency, requires  such  restriction.  The  language  of  the  stipu- 
lation,  so  far  as  this  question  is  concerned,  after  stating  that 
this  defendant  has  appeared  and  answered,  ^^chdming  by  her 
answer  that,  by  reason  cf  her  coverture,  she  is  not  legally 
liable  for  any  deficiency  in  the  sale;"  and  after  allowing  the 
plaintiffs  to  enter  a  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  premises,  and 
to  take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  to  enforce  said  claim 
according  to  law,  proceeds  as  follows:  ^^And  that  in  case  any 
deficiency  arise  upon  the  sale,  under  the  decree  of  sale  to  be 
entered  in  such  case,  no  judgment  shall  be  entered  against 
said  Charlotte  B.  Dillaye,  until  such  time  as  the  legal  ques- 
tion whether  she  is  liable  to  a  judgment  against  her  for  such 
deficiency  shall  be  tried  and  decided,  on  the  issue  so  raised 
bj  her  lw»r  m  tfo««,id,  by  tti.  ^oort"  ' 

I  do  not  think  this  stipulation,  by  any  fair  construction  of 
it,  confines  the  court  to  any  narrower  rule  or  mode  of  trial 
than  if  the  same  question  had  been  tried  in  its  natural  order, 
without  any  stipulation.  The  whole  scope  of  the  stipulation 
is  to  allow  the  foreclosure  and  sale,  to  which  there  was  no 
defense,  to  take  place,  so  that  the  fact  whether  any  deficiency 
would  occur  might  be  learned  before  entering  upon  a  trial 
which  might,  or  might  not,  as  that  fact  should  turn  out,  be 
entirely  nugatory. 

The  language,  ^^  shall  be  tried  and  decided  on  tHe  issue  so 
ndsed  by  her  answer  as  aforesaid,"  is  but  the  pointing  out  of 
the  portion  of  the  case  which  is  reserved  for  trial  in  the  court 
that  it  shall  become  pertinent  to  try  it  in.  Such  is  the  natu- 
ral and  obvious  construction  of  the  language  used,  and  no 
inference  arises  that  the  trial  of  that  issue  is  not  ta  be  con- 
ducted precisely  as  if  the  trial  were  had  before  the  decree  oi 
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foreclosure  and  sale.  Notvrithstanding  the  stipulation,  it 
was  competent  to  the  court,  upon  the  trial,  to  allow  an 
amendment  of  the  pleadings,  and,^  inasmuch  as  the  fact  that 
defendant  had  a  separate  estate  was  relevant  and  material, 
and  the  plaintiiTs  made  no  objection  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  aot  set  up  in  the  complaint,  the  defendant  must  now 
meet  the  case  af  if  that  fact  were  proved. 

The  same  is  true  in  regard  to  the  fact  offered  to  be  proved, 
that  the  thirty-two  lots  were  left  out  of  the  mortgage. 

It  is  proper,  therefore,  to  consider  the  case  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  defendant  had  a  separate  estate.  Being 
of  the  opinion,  for  the  reasons  above  stated,  that  such  estate 
is  liable  for  the  deficiency  in  question,  I  think  the  judgment 
appealed  from  is  erroneous  and  should  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  granted;  costs  to  abide  the  event.  ^.^  ^ ^^ 

All  reverse,  except  Davees,  Ch.  J.  /^'"v  V  A  ;  •  >.  \ 

Reversed.  S    <^^  ^  '^  f 


-M —  •  ^w  <\\ 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT, 

Thoieas  C.  DnRAKT,  respondent  agt.  Lewis  Einstein  an 

others,  appellants. 

A  ooTut  of  eqnftj  has  no  general  jvriBdiotioii  o'ver  actions  to  redeem  personal  pro- 
pertj  jwimed^  without  some  other  oircamfltanoes  rendering- its  interferenoe  neces- 
sary. 

The  remedy  at  law  is  ample,  by  tender  of  the  amount  due  and  a  possessory  aotion  to 
recover  ^e  articles  pledged,  or  damages  for  their  detention. 

llie  only  ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction  over  an  action  for  the  redemption  of  per- 
sonal property  pledged,  besides  the  necessity  of  a  cKicovery,  and  perhape  an  OM^n- 
mgui  of  ihe  pleciffe,  is  the  necessity  of  iakuiff  tuh  €U}amnt 

It  is  luUy  settled  that  the  aeoonni  on  which  equity  bases  its  jurisdiction  must  be 
really  one ;  that  is,  not  having  only  one  item  on  one  side  and  a  number  of  setoffs 
on  the  other,  but  a  series  of  transactions  on  both  sides. 

Where  an  action  is  brought  to  redeem  certain  securities  in  the  hands  of  the  defend, 
ants,  as  stock  brokers,  upon  paying  the  amount  due  thereon,  and  for  an  injunction 
order  restraining  the  defendants  from  selling  such  securities  until  an  account  can 
be  taken  of  the  amount  due  the  defendants,  it  cannot  be  sustained  where  it  appears 
that  the  claim  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  can  only  consist  of  one  item— the 
original  advances  by  them,  or  so  much  of  it  as  remains  nnpidd. 
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Every  sum  paid  or  to  be  credited  in  that  account  forma  a  subject  of  setK>ff  in  sn 
action  at  law,  even  including  anj  liability  of  the  defendants,  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  fo^  selling  any  of  the  oi^^nal  pledged  stock  below  its  maritet  price ;  as 
such  liability  forms  a  subject  of  couuter-claim  in  an  action  for  the  loan,  nnder  the 
first  subdivision  of  section  150  of  the  Code. 

Unliquidated  damoffetj  for  an  entirely  unauthorized  sale  of  pledged  stocks  or  securi- 
ties, can  form  no  part  of  an  account  to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  court  of  equity. 

Bales  of  stock  below  the  market  price,  when  duly  authorised,  would  not  make  the 
brokers  liable  for  the  difference,  unless  made  with  an  intent  to  injure  the  principal, 
beyond  the  mere  regulation  of  the  amount  due  the  brokers,  as  in  other  cases  of 
abuse  of  lawful  authority.  But  eomething  besides  a  mere  sale  below  the  maiket 
price  is  necessary  to  show  such  intent 

Brokers  who  are  mere  pawnees  are  not  bound  to  use  even  the  same  diligence  as  an 
agent  to  obtain  the  best  price.  The  latter  would  not  be  held  liable  except  for 
extraordinary  negligence,  which  must  be  proved,  not  presumed.  There  must  at 
least  be  such  recklessness  shown  in  the  mode  or  time  of  selling  as  to  establish  an 
intent  to  injure  the  pawnors,  before  the  pawnees  can  be  made  liable  for  any  Iosil 

The  plaintiff  is  bound  to  make  out  his  case  affirmatively,  and  although  this  court  on 
appeal  at  general  term  cannot  properly  interfere  with  any  decision  at  special  term, 
founded  on  conflicting  evidence,  it  may  yet  do  so  where  that  on  one  side  is  mere 
information  and  belief,  and  that  on  the  other  positive  knowledge. 

Upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  has  hardly  made  out  a  clear  case  of  sales 
at  higher  prices,  or  of  any  design  by  the  defendants  to  lower  the  market  value  of 
the  securities ;  and  the  mere  fa/Ct  of  reporting  fictitious  sales  is  not  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  injunction  order. 


At  General  Temty  1868;  heard  March  19,  1867;  decided 
March  9thj  1868. 

Before  Robertson,  Ch.  J.,  Monell  and  Garvin,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  an  order  and  decision  of  Justice  McCunn,  at 
special  term,  August,  1867.  The  facts  will  sufficiently 
appear  in  the  opinion  given  at  special  term,  as  foUows : 

McCuNN,  J.  This  is  a  motion  to  dissolve  a  temporary 
injunction. 

The  defendants^  on  the  11th  of  January,  1867,  agreed  to 
carry  for  plaintiff  ten  thousand  shares  of  the  preferred  stock 
of  the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Railroad  Company,  and  to 
pay  for  the  same  at  $10  (per  share)  less  than  the  market 
value  thereof,  which  was  then  $80  per  share. 

This  agreement  was  to  extend  three  months,  plaintiff 
agreeing  that,  if  the  stock  during  that  time  fell  below  eighty, 
he  should  then  keep  in  the  defendants'  hands  a  clear  margin 
of  $10  per  share,  and  in  default  of  his  not  doing  so,  defend- 
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ants  had  the  priyilege  of  selling  the  stock  at  public  or  private 
sale^  with  or  without  notice. 

Under  this  agreement  defendants  received  the  ten  thousand 
shares,  and  advanced  to  the  plaintiff  thereon  $700,000. 

The  plaintiff  alleges  that^  by  the  custom  of  brokers  and 
bankers  and  business  men,  the  defendants  should  refitiin  from 
all  acts  that  would  affect  the  value  of  the  stock,  and  that 
they  should  not  do  anjrthing  that  would  depreciate  the  stock 
in  market.  He  also  alleges  that  the  price  of  the  stock  was 
to  be  determined  by  the  sales  made  at  the  New  York  Stock 
Exchange,  which  held  two  sessions  each  day,  and  at  the 
Open  Board  Exchange,  which  held  three  sessions  each  day. 

Plaintiff  fiirther  says  that  on  the  20th  of  January  the  stock 
fell  below  $80  per  share,  and  at  defendants'  request  he 
deposited  $80,000  as  additional  margin. 

That  on  the  23d  of  January  defendants  made  further  calls 
for  additional  security  or  margin,  and  plaintiff  then  deposited 
with  defendants  one  hundred  land  grant  bonds  of  the  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company,  Eastern  Division,  each  of  the 
value  of  $1,000,  amounting  in  all  to  $100,000.  These  bonds 
the  defendants  agreed  to  accept  as  security,  rating  them  at 
UOjOOO  in  cash.  That  on  the  24th  of  January,  1867,  the 
defendants  again  called  for  more  security,  and  plaintiff  gave 
them  a  note  for  $2^,000,  made  by  the  Union  Pacific  Bail- 
Boad  Company,  together  with  twenty-five  bonds  of  the  com- 
pany, each  worth  $1,000,  as  collateral  security,  and  which 
defendants  received  as  $25,000  in  cash.  (This  note  was  paid.) 
That  after  business  hours^  and  late  on  the  24th  oi  January, 
plaintiff  deposited  with  defendants,  as  additional  security, 
$10,000  in  cash,  and  sixty  shares  of  Pacific  Mail  Steamship 
Company's  stock,  of  the  value  of  $10,494.  All  the  fore- 
going allegations  are  substantially  admitted  by  defendants' 
papers. 

Plaintiff  further  says  that  on  the  close  of  the  day  of  the 
24th  of  Janunry,  he,  plaintiff,  had  fully  complied  with  the 
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contract  on  his  part,  and  had  requested  the  defendants  to 
cany  the  10,000  shares  of  preferred  stock  agreed  upon. 

Plaintiff  further  alleges  that,  on  said  24th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1867,  at  about  half  past  three  o'clock,  he  gave  notice 
to  the  defendants  that  next  day  he  would  take  up  2,000 
shares  of  preferred  stock,  and  pay  for  the  same,  and  would 
leave  the  whole  of  the  additional  security  in  defendants' 
hands  as  collateral  to  the  remaining  8,000  shares.  He  also 
alleges  that  on  the  same  day  he  notified  defendants  that  next 
day  he  would  take  up  and  pay  for  an  additional  3,000  shares 
of  the  preferred  stock,  or  as  much  more  as  was  required  to 
make  the  margin  perfectly  secure,  and  would  leave  all  the 
additional  securities  as  collateral  to  the  remaining  5,000  shares. 

He  also  alleges  that  by  the  custom  of  the  market  he  had 
until  quarter  past  two,  on  the  25th  of  January,  to  do  this, 
and  that  he  was  ready  and  willing,  on  the  said  25th,  at  11 
o'clock,  to  do  so,  and  notified  the  defendants  to  that  effect| 
when  defendants  replied  they  had  sold  all  said  10,000  shares 
of  the  preferred  stock.  And  they  thereupon  rendered  him 
an  account  sales,  which  they  claim  to  be  strictly  true  and 
accurate,  and  which  showed  a  large  balance  in  their  favor, 
for  the  n^aking  good  of  which  they  claimed  the  right  to  sell 
the  100  land  grant  bonds  and  the  66  shares  of  the  Pacific 
Mail  Steamship  stock  pledged  as  before  stated.  Plaintifl^ 
however,  alleges  this  account  of  defendants  to  be  incorrect 
and  untrue.  Untrue  in  this,  that  defendants  sold  the  said 
preferred  stock  not  in  a  legitimate  way,  and  much  below  the 
market  value.  And  he  further  says,  that  if  the  stock  had 
been  estunated  at  a  fair  market  value,  the  margin  in  their 
hands  at  the  time  they  sold  his  preferred  stock  was  amply 
sufficient,  and  more  than  sufficient,  to  have  enabled  defend- 
ants to  carry  the  said  10,000  shares  of  preferred  stock. 

All  these  allegations  are  absolutely  and  positively  denied 
by  defendants. 

So  that  the  principal  question  in  the  case  is,  whether  the 
defendants  acted  legally  and  fairly  in  selling  and  disposing 
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of  the  10,000  shares  of  the  preferred  stock  of  the  Chicago 
and  Northwestern  Railroad  Company,  and  under  which  sale 
they  claim  to  have  a  large  balance  against  plaintiff,  or 
whether  they  connived  to  break  down  the  market  value  of 
said  stock,  and  sold  the  same  secretly  and  below  its  market 
value;  and  that  by  reason  thereof  he  is  not  in  their  debt,  and 
that  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  have  an  accounting,  and  to 
have  returned  to  him  the  100  land  grant  bonds  and  the  66 
shares  of  the  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company's  stock. 

He  farther  claims  that  if,  after  an  accounting,  there  is  any 
sum  due  by  him  to  defendants^  he  is  ready  and  willing  to 
pay  the  same,  and  now  offers  to  do  so,  and  receive  back  his 
pledges. 

In  the  meantime  he  prayed  for  and  received  the  temporary 
injunction  of  this  court,  restraining  the  defendants  from  dis- 
posing of  said  100  land  grant  bonds  and  said  66  shares  of  the 
Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company's  stock. 

The  motion  now  before  me  is  one  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  to  set  aside  that  injunction  and  allow  the  defend- 
ants to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  land  grant  bonds  and  the 
Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company's  stock,  so  as  to  enable 
defendants  to  satisfy  the  alleged  balance  due  by  plaintiff  to 
them ;  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  motion  they  rely  mainly 
on  two  facts: 

First*  They  say  that  the  statements  presented  by  them 
are  so  strong  and  overwhelming  that  the  court  would  be 
fully  justified  in  dissolving  the  injunction. 

Second.  They  allege  that  in  a  former  action  in  the  supreme 
court  of  this  district,  which  action  was  discontinued  before 
this  suit  was  commenced,  a  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  a 
aimilar  injunction,  and  was  granted,  and  afterwards  affinned 
at  general  term  on  behalf  of  defendants ;  and  they  now  con- 
tend  that  the  decision  on  that  motion  by  the  supreme  court 
should  bind  this  court,  or  at  least,  in  a  great  measure,  war- 
rant nie  in  granting  their  motion  here. 

Unfortunately,  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court,  both  at 
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general  and  special  term^  assign  no  reasons  for  dissolving  the 
injunction,  and  give  no  opinion  in  the  case.  We  are  there- 
fore left  uninfonned  as  to  the  method  or  line  of  reasoning 
they  adopted  in  disposing  of  the  motion. 

On  the  hearing  before  me,  it  was  asserted  by  counsel  for 
plaintiff,  and  admitted  by  the  other  side,  that,  at  the  argu- 
ment at  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court,  the  justices 
would  not  allow,  or,  in  other  words,  would  not  consider,  the 
additional  affidavits  offered  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to  support 
the  sworn  complaint,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
defendants  had  moved  to  set  aside  the  injunction  upon  a 
large  number  of  new  affidavits  in  addition  to  the  answer. 

Now,  this  fact  alone  is  enough,  in  my  mind,  to  tike  this 
case,  so  far  as  this  motion  is  concerned,  without  the  pale  of 
the  rulings  of  the  supreme  court  on  the  former  motion. 
The  practice  in  all  the  districts  of  the  supreme  court  of  this 
state,  with  the  exception  of  the  first  district,  and  the  uni- 
form practice  of  this  court,  enables  the  plaintiff,  where  the 
defendant  moves  on  a  sworn  answer  and  additional  affidavits 
to  set  aside  an  injunction  granted  on  a  sworn  complaint 
alone,  to  put  in  counter  affidavits  to  support  his  sworn  com- 
plaint. 

Mr.  Justice  Woodruff,  in  the  case  of  Fowler  agt.  Bums 
(7  Bosw.  K  637),  in  a  most  learned  and  able  opinion,  settles 
this  question  fuUy,  and  the  rulings  in  that  case  must  be  con- 
clusive with  me  in  this.  Counter  affidavits  were  not  aUowed 
to  be  read  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  word  in  the  case  in 
supreme  court,  and,  as*I  have  said  before,  that  is  enough  to 
warrant  me  in  disregarding  the  course  pursued  by  the 
supreme  court  on  the  result  of  the  motion  there. 

Moreover,  the  investigation  in  the  supreme  court  was,  as 
it  is  in  this  court,  entirely  discretionary^  and  does  not  involve 
an  investigation  upon  the  merits  in  open  court  with  wit- 
nesses heard,  but  only  an  investigation  of  a  preliminary  aod 
partial  character,  upon  affidavits. 

The  interlocutory  proceedings  of  a  court  are  of  no  impop 
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tance,  except  in  the  suit  itself.  This  is  a  preliminary  trial 
for  an  injunction — an  injunction  pendente  Ute^  not  a  demand 
for  a  final  adjudication — and  the  only  thing  for  a  court  to  do 
in  such  a  case  is  to  determine  in  a  summary  manner  whether 
plaintiff  should  have  an  injunction  during  the  pendency  of 
the  action. 

Again,  the  action  in  the  supreme  court  was  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  the  original  securities;  alleging  a  fraud  in  re- 
spect to  the  preteiTcd  stock,  claiming  damages  in  a  large  sum 
of  money,  and  praying  the  court  for  judgment  that  defend- 
ants hand  plaintiff  back  his  preferred  stock. 

The  prayer  of  that  complaint  shows  that  the  plaintiff  de- 
manded as  final  relief,  that  the  defendants*  pretended  sales  of 
the  plaintiff's  preferred  stock  be  declared  ntill  and  void,  and 
that  the  defendants  be  required  to  return  the  10,000  shares 
to  the  plaintiff  and  recovery  of  heavy  damages. 

That  action  was  to  get  the  preferred  stock  back  again  ,•  to 
repudiate  their  sale  by  the  defendants,  and  compel  them  to 
replace  it;  and  then,  that  they  should  be  compelled  to  sur- 
render the  other  collaterals  on  the  same  ground.  Plaintiff, 
in  that  action,  did  not  offer,  as  he  does  in  this,  to  pay  them 
any  balarce,  if  any  should  be  found  in  their  favor,  but  claimed 
that  they  had  unlawfully  dealt  with  the  preferred  stock,  on 
the  ground  that  their  transaction  in  it  was  fraudulent. 

This  action  is  brought  for  the  recovery  of  the  collaterals ; 
two  lots— one  of  bonds,  and  the  other  of  Pacific  mail  shares 
— ^put  up  as  a  pledge  or  security,  under  a  new  and  separate 
agreement ;  and  the  complaint  is  filed  to  redeem  that  pledge. 
Defendants  admit  that  they  were  put  in  as  collaterals,  as 
pledges,  and  they  have  accordingly  rendered  an  account. 
But  plaintiff  denies  that  account,  and  states  facts  going  to 
show  that  that  account  should  be  investigated,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  any  thing  is  due  them  or  not.  He  does 
not  ask  the  stock  from  defendants.  He  asks,  simply,  the 
privilege  of  paying  any  balance  found  against  him,  and  re- 
deeming the  pledged  collaterals.     And,  to  my  mind,  the  rem- 
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edy  he  is  now  seeking,  if  the  allegations  in  his  complaint  be 
true,  is  the  correct  remedy. 

Defendants  have  a  pledge  from  plaintiff  for  a  balance.  They 
claim  that  plaintiff  owes  $74,000  or  $76,000.  Plaintiff  de- 
nies that  it  is  any  such  sum ;  but  says,  whatever  the  amount 
may  be,  he  is  entitled  to  ask  that  it  be  first  ascertained  by 
the  court  what  he  does  owe,  (if  any  thing,)  in  order  that  he 
may  have  a  chance  to  pay  it.  A  pledgor  has  a  right  to  an 
account,  and  to  have  a  decree  of  a  competent  court  to  settle 
the  same,  if  that  account  is  disputed.  This  he  has  a  right  to 
ask.  (Willard^s  Equity  Jurisprudence,  456.  See  the  numer- 
ous  cases  cited  in  notes.) 

A  court  of  equity  has  always  jurisdiction  of  such  claims. 
A  man  with  a  pledge  in  his  hand  cannot  dispose  of  it  with- 
out regard  to  the  pledgor's  rights.  He  cannot  be  judge,  jury 
and  sheriff,  when  there  is  any  dispute  about  the  subject 
pledged.  It  is  the  right  of  the  party  to  be  heard  in  open 
court,  before  his  property  is  sacrificed. 

A  prudent  pawnee,  where  there  is  a  question  about  the 
amount,  gives  the  proper  notice  to  the  pledgor,  and  brings 
his  action  in  equity  to  foreclose  the  pledge  and  have  it  sr)ld,  and 
have  the  amount  due  him  determined;  and  in  all  cases  where 
the  pledgor  shows  that  there  is  a  question  as  to  the  amount, 
and  wants  to  redeem  his  property,  and  is  ready  to  pay,  he 
has  a  right  to  come  into  a  court  of  equity  and  ask  the  proper 
relief. 

The  rule  of  equity,  in  regard  to  an  injunction,  is  this:  that 
where  the  relief  sought  by  the  action  will  fail  unless  there 
be  an  injunction  pending  the  suit,  and  where  the  plaintiff 
gives  security,  a  temporary  injunction  should  be  granted, 
otherwise  the  whole  object  of  the  action  fails. 

The  pledge  of  a  million  of  dollars  of  Chicago  and  North 
Western  Railroad  preferred  stock,  was  a  pledge  by  a  written 
instrument,  with  a  waiver  in  it ;  while  the  pledge  of  the 
property  the  plaintiff  is  now  seeking  to  recover  was  a  simple 
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pledge^  with  no  waiver ;  a  new  agreeooient^  bo  far  as  those 
securities  are  concerned. 

The  10^000  shares  of  preferred  stock  that  plaintiff  put  in 
as  the  first  pledge  against  the  $700,000  was  pledged  with  a 
condition  and  a  waiver.  The  condition  was  to  keep  the 
margin  good  within  $10  a  share  of  the  actual  market  of  the 
stock.  On  the  default  of  that  condition,  the  pledge  would 
be  forfeited,  and  the  parties  rights  as  pledgee  to  enforce  it 
would  immediately  arise.  It  may  be  well  to  examine  hastily 
here  what  are  the  parties  rights  in  this  action,  even  if  the  defend- 
ants be  correct  in  saying,  that  the  land  grant  bonds  and  the 
Pacific  Mail  Stock  were  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  original  con- 
tract. 

In  the  first  place,  if  there  is  no  waiver  in  the  agreement, 
the  pledgee's  rights  are  to  demand  a  satisfaction,  and  give  the 
party  a  reasonable  time  to  make  the  satisfaction  good,  and 
then  give  him  notice  of  sale  before  they  sell  his  pledge. 
Without  these  three  things  he  cannot  sell : 

First.  There  must  be  a  demand. 

Second,  It  must  be  a  demand  reasonable  in  time ;  and. 

Third.  There  must  be  notice. 

In  this  case  the  defendants  testify  positively  there  was  a 
demand  and  notice,  but  this  is  as  positively  denied  by  plain- 
tiff. 

The  doctrine  of  pledges  is  clear ;  the  pledgee  never  can  sell, 
unless  there  be  a  waiver,  without  first  calling  upon  the  party, 
if  he  is  within  reach,  and  requiring  him  to  msike  his  pledge 
good,  and  then  giving  him  notice  before  he  sells.  A  waiver 
of  notice  is  not  a  waiver  of  demand.  {Wilson  agt.  LiUUf  2 
K  Y.  Ry  443.) 

In  that  case  it  was  held  expressly  that  where  there  was  a 
contract,  saying  that  a  party  might  sell  without  notice,  it  did 
not  authorize  a  sale  without  a  demand,  and  without  calling 
on  the  party  to  fulfill  The  borrower  agreed  that  the  vendor 
could  sell  without  notice,  but  not  that  he  could  sell  without 
demand  of  payment ;  and  the  law  of  this  court  is,  that  where 


232       NEW  YORK  PRACnOE  KEPOBXa 

* . 

Darant  ngt  Einstem. 


there  was  a  waiver  of  the  notice  only«  a  demand  was  not 
waived. 

The  rule  that  a  demand  is  necessary^  notwithstanding  the 
waiver  of  notice,  is  held  also  in  Lewis  agt.  Vamum  (12  Ai- 
hott  Pr.  Rep.j  305),  and  in  the  very  recent  case  of  Ghnd  agt. 
Howland  (45  Barbour  Rep.,  560).  The  notice  given  was  not 
equivalent  to  a  demand.  The  demand  must  be  a  require- 
ment to  pay  and  redeem,  and  a  reasonable  time  for  payment 
and  redemption  must  be  allowed. 

In  MiUiken  agt.  De  Bow  (27  N.  Y.  R,  364),  there  was  a 
consignment  of  cotton,  and  the  consignor  was  to  keep  the 
margin  good;  and  it  was  held  that  the  consignee  could  not 
sell  in  that  case;  that  he  must  demand  the  margin  before 
selling.  He  had  leave  by  contract  to  sell  without  notice; 
but  that  was  not  enough.  Demand  was  not  waived.  The 
question  in  that  case  was,  whether  a  demand  was  necessary, 
and  the  necessity  was  declared  by  the  court. 

In  Andrews  agt.  Clarke  (3  Bosworth  Bep.y  585),  it  was 
held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  in  default,  so  that  the  defend- 
ant had  a  right  to  sell,  though  they  had  given  him  notice 
that  they  anticipated  a  fall  on  a  certain  day;  that  the  pled- 
gee could  not  sell  Without  the  fall  first  occuring,  and  then 
giving  him  notice,  so  as  to  cut  off  his  equity  of  redemption. 

In  Merwifh  agt.  Hamilton  (2  Duer  Eep.y  244,  251),  the 
pledgees  were  held  liable  because  they  did  not  make  demand 
of  judgment  and  give  notice  of  sale.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  a  party  in  default,  without  any  special  arrangement,  is 
entitled  to  two  things : 

First  His  property  cannot  be  sold  at  the  will  of  the  pled- 
gees without  their  first  making  a  demand  upon  him,  in  order 
that  he  may  be  enabled  to  prevent  its  being  sacrificed ;  and. 

Second.  He  is  entitled  to  notice  of  sale. 

But  if  demand  and  notice  were  both  complied  with,  and 
before  the  sale  the  plaintiff  places  himself  in  a  position  to 
tender  his  money  and  redeem  his  pledge,  that  is  enough  to 
entitle  him  to  its  rptum. 
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In  a  case  of  this  magnitude,  where  a  plaintiff  charges  on 
the  oath  of  serveral  persons,  that  all  his  property  was  ear- 
marked by  having  his  own  e^cial  power  attached,  and  that 
through  the  instrumentality  of  that  special  power  plaintiff 
learned  that  instead  of  defendant's  selling  his  stock  at  the 
prices  mentioned  in  the  account  rendered  by  them,  they  sold 
it  at  a  much  higher  rate;  and  although  this  is  all  positively 
denied  by  defendants  and  by  the  aflBdavits  of  several  other 
persons,  yet  if  the  statement  be  true,  and  it  seems  to  be  the 
main  issue  in  the  case,  that  plaintiff's  preferred  stock  were 
so  marked  that  defendants  could  identify  the  same,  and  they 
knew  at  the  time  of  selling  that  it  was  his  stock,  I  would 
hold,  as  matter  of  law,  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  credited  with 

the  full  price  received  by  them  for  the  same.  Under  these 
circumstances,  I  would  not  be  justified  in  depriving  the  plain- 
tiff of  any  and  every  right  to  which  in  equity  and  in  law  he 
is  entitled,  to  enable  him  to  have  a  fair  investigation,  in  open 
court,  with  witnesses  there  present,  so  that  the  proper  doubt 
can  be  awarded  by  the  court  to  testimony  where  it  is  merited, 
and  where  the  plaintiff  offers  abundant  security,  thereby  am- 
ply indemnifying  the  defendants,  if  they  are  successful.  I 
see  no  just  reason  why  I  should  not,  in  futherance  of  justice, 
sustain  the  preluninary  injunction. 

The  plaintiff  must  give  a  new  bond  in  $26,000,  with  good 
and  sufficient  sureties,  indemnifying  defendants  against  any 
loss  in  case  he  fails  in  the  action.  This,  together  with  the 
securities  now  in  the  defendants'  hands,  will  be  abundant  in- 
demnity while  they  are  awaiting  the  final  action  of  this  court. 

J.  Lasocque,  for  defendants^  appellants. 

FirtL  The  ordera  of  the  special  term  of  the  supreme  court  diBflolving  the  injtmctioji 
there,  and  of  the  general  term  affinning  that  order  on  the  plaintiff 's  appeal,  wt/e 
made  between  the  same  parties,  by  a  court  of  competent  jarisdiction,  and  npon  jhe 
same  subject  matter  directly  in  issue  there.  The  whole  matter  is  therefore  rt»  adjadi. 
catUy  and  thoee  orders  are  a  bar  to  the  proceeding  by  injunction  in  this  court.  {Dwight 
agt  SL  Johny  25  iV.  T.  203 ;  Demarest  agt  Dary^  32  N,  T.  81 ;  Bangt  agt  Strong,  i 
ComsL  315 ;  Offibwry  agt  La  Farye,  2  C&mtt.  113 ;  M^sreein  agt  The  People,  25  Wend- 
64.) 
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I.  U  was  decided  at  epecial  term  apon  ftUI  coDsideration  of  its  meiitB,  aa  presented 
by  pleadings  and  affidavits.  That  order  having  been  affirmed  bj  the  general  term, 
remains  an  lu^adication  upon  the  merits,  notwithstanding  that  two  of  the  judges  in 
bane  thought  that  the  plaintiif  had  not  even  made  a  case  hj  his  complaint  for  an 
injunction. 

XL  It  does  not  help  the  plaintiff  that,  for  the  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  escape 
from  the  effect  of  those  orders,  he  afterwar<|B  saw  fit  to  discontinue  his  action  in  that 
court.  Those  orders  remain  in  ftill  force  and  effect  as  abjudications,  notwithstanding 
the  discontinuance. 

III.  Such  trifling  with  legal  process,  and  seeking  to  make  the  rounds  of  courts 
and  judged,  in  the  hope  of  finding  some  one  who  would  be  favorable  to  his  suit,  and 
in  the  meantime  obtaining  tne  forced  credit  desired  bj  thus  prolonging  the  struggle, 
only  makes  the  case  worse  for  the  plaintiff,  and  deserves,  in  addition,  the  severeet 
reprobation  at  the  hands  of  the  court 

Such  abuses  will  never  cease  until  they  are  thus  visited. 

Second.  The  additional  abuse  was  practiced,  in  this  case,  of  taking  possession  of 
the  securities,  the  sale  of  which  is  now  sought  again  to  be  restrained,  under  proceed- 
ings for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  personal  property ;  obtaining  full  counter  security 
for  their  return  by  the  defendants,  if  return  should  be  adjudged ;  and  when  that  pro- 
ceeding fiuled  in  its  design  of  embarrassing  and  preventing  a  sale,  discontinuing  it, 
in  its  turn,  and  commencing  a  new  action  for  an  injunction,  by  which  the  defendants 
have  now  agiun  been  restrained  (without  any  fault  of  theirs  on  account  of  want  of 
diligence)  more  than  six  months. 

I.  The  plaintiff  is  estopped  by  his  allegations  in  the  claim  and  delivery  proceed- 
ings, elaimin^  that  ke  wot  entitled  to  ths  immfdiate  delivery  of  the  property  ^  withxnU  any 
mcoount  or  tender,  and  tkat  it  vhu  wrongfully  withheld  from  kirn  by  the  d^fendanii,  from. 
now  alleging  that  there  was  any  embarrassment  in  the  way  of  his  availing  himself 
of  that  proceeding.    {Oode,  $  20r.) 

II.  This  is  trifling  with  the  solemnity  of  oaths,  in  addition  to  trifling  with  legal 
process. 

Third.  The  case  made  by  the  present  complaint  for  an  injunction  is  no  better  than 
the  one  made  in  the  supreme  court,  which  was  adjudged  to  be  insufficient;  and  the 
grounds  taken  and  sustained  there  are  equally  applicable  here. 

I.  The  plaintiff  claims,  in  his  present  complaint,  that  the  defendants,  when  they 
sold  his  stock,  had  no  right  to  sell. 

II.  They  were  then  guilty  of  a  conversion,  and  his  proceedings  by  the  provisional 
remedy  for  claim  and  delivery  of  the  securities  held  as  margin  were,  therefore,  the 
appropriate  remedy.    {Scott  agt  Bogertt  31  N.  T.  676.) 

III.  His  allegations  as  to  the  land  grant  bonds,  that  they  have  "  an  actual  and 
prospective  value  to  the  plaintiff  much  greater  iban  the  present  market  price  thereof, 
and  are  not  readily  saleable,  nor  at  all  saleable  at  auction  for  such  actual  value,*' 
make  no  case  for  an  injunction.  The  court  does  not  grant  injunctions  to  have  the 
effect  of  a  stay  law  preventing  the  collection  of  debts,  nor  to  enable  a  debtor,  owing 
a  debt  inpresentijio  keep  his  property  applicable  to  its  payment, in  order  to  take  the 
chances  of  its  prospective  speculative  value.  If  they  have  a  prospective  value 
greater  than  tiie  present  market  value,  he  can  redeem  them  by  paying  his  debt,  or 
buy  them  in  at  the  sale  to  be  r^ade  by  the  defendants. 

rV.  He  had  judicially  approved  security  in  the  replevin  proceedings  which  he 
voluntarily  discontinued,  in  double  their  market  valuet  for  their  relume  %f  a  refttm 
thmbld  he  adjudged  at  ike  end  of  that  suit. 

Fourth.  All  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  on  which  the  claim  to  the  injunction 
rests,  are  fully  and  positively  denied  by  the  sworn  answer  of  the  three  defendants, 
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direct}/  reeponaive,  swearing  to  mattera  both  necessarily  within  their  personal 
knowledge,  and  stated  to  be  so.  The  defendants  were,  therefore,  entitled  to  the  dis- 
solution  of  the  injunction,  in  accordance  with  the  settled  rule  on  that  subject. 
[Blatchford  agt  New  Haven  Bailroad  Compawy^  5  Ahb.  276 ;  Finnegan  agt  Let,  18 
How.  Pr.  JS.  186;  Gould  agt  Jacobtohn,  Id.  158;  Hoffman  agt.  lAmngttan,  1  Johat, 
Ch.  B.  211 ;  HoberU  agt  Anderson,  2  /<2.  202 ;  Skinner  agt  White,  Court  of  Errors  17 
Johns.  357 ;  Manchester  agt  Dey,  6  Paige,  295.) 

Fifth.  The  written  contract  between  the  parties  required  no  notice  to  be  given  to 
make  good  the  margin  when  impaired,  before  selling.  The  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
see  to  that  at  his  own  peril.  The  extraordinary  fluctuations  on  the  24th  and  25th 
of  January  are  the  best  evidence  of  the  wisdom  and  reasonableness  of  the  defendants 
in  absolving  themselves  from  such  an  obligation,  as  they  did  by  their  contract  Nor 
iffos  any  demand  of  payment  of  the  loan  necessary,  nor  amid  one  be  tnadt — <Ae  sixty  days 
allotcod  the  plaintiff  by  the  contract  not  having  expired..  Repeated  demands  vfsre  made 
on  the  24th  and  25th  for  the  increased  mai^n  to  which  the  defendants  were  entitled 
by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  as  is  indisputably  shown  by  the  papers,  and  that  was 
the  only  demand  which  could  be  made. 

The  judge  at  special  term,  throughout  hip  opinion,  oonfonnds  the  idea  of  the  neces- 
sity of  a  demand  and  notice  of  sale,  as  preliminaries  to  selling  the  Chicago  and 
Northwestern  preferred  stock,  with  that  of  the  necessity  of  such  demand  and  notice 
before  selling  the  land  grant  bonds  and  Pacific  Mail  Steamship  Company's  stock. 
The  latter  never  have  been  sold.  The  very  object  of  the  injunction  Is  to  restrain 
their  sale ;  and  it  is  undisputed  that  demand  of  payment  of  the  balance  of  the  account 
was  made,  and  notice  of  sale  given  of  the  latter,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action. 

Sixth.  By  reference  to  the  appeal  papers  in  the  supreme  court,  the  court  will  see 
that  the  plaintiff,  in  that  case,  attempted  by  his  complaint  and  moving  papers  to 
make  out  two  "  customs  and  usages,"  as  applicable  to  his  case ;  the  one  debarring 
the  defendants,  while  pledgees  of  his  stock,  from  dealing  on  their  own  account  in 
stock  of  the  same  company ;  the  other  giving  him  until  2:15  P.  li.  of  the  25th  to  take 
ap  his  stock,  in  pursuance  of  what  it  suits  him  to  represent  as  a  *'  notice  of  inten- 
tion'' to  take  it  up,  given  on  the  preceding  day.  He  there  procured  the  allegation 
of  the  applicability  of  this  latter  usage  to  the  contract  in  this  c&se  to  be  apparently 
supported  by  the  affidavits  of  witnesses.  This  was  met  on  the  part  of  the  defend* 
auts,  as  will  appear  byreference  to  their  printed  brief  in  that  court,  *'  Point  Fifth," 
and  to  those  appeal  papers  at  the  folios  stated  opposite  that  point 

In  the  present  complaint,  the  claim  of  the  first  usage  is  abandoned,  apparently  as 
antenable ;  but  the  plaintiff,  with  the  same  remarkable  versatility  in  adapting  alle- 
gations to  suit  the  exigency,  to  which  attention  has  already  been  called,  claims  to 
have  been  entitled  until  3  o'clock  to  take  up  the  stock  {this  allegation  being  sworn  toby  his 
agent.  Crane) ;  and  in  connection  wilh  that,  introdtuxi  the  affidavits  of  the  same  wit- 
nesses who  had  testyied  in  the  supreme  court,  making  it  2:15  P.  Jf.,  one  of  thou  affidaxiie 
being  again  Crane  himself. 

To  this  proposition  the  defendants  answer: 

I.  No  evidence  of  usage  can  be  received  to  control  or  vary  the  clear  and  explicit 
provisions  of  the  written  contract  in  this  case,  giving  the  defendants  a  right  to  sell 
the  instant  that  thd  margin  should  be  no  longer  good.  The  dtam  that  the  express 
purpose  of  that  provision  can  be  defeated  by  the  plaintiff,  when  called  on  under  it  to 
make  his  margin  good,  giving  notice  that  he  will  take  up  some  of  his  stock ;  and  a 
delay  of  twenty-four  hours  thus  obtained,  is  puerile. 

n.  For  the  purpose  of  seeing  in  what  manner  affidavits  were  procured  in  the  for- 
mer case,  and  how  affiants  took  back  what  they  had  been  made  to  appear  to  say, 
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when  they  came  to  nndentand  H,  it  will  be  nsefhl  also  to  compare  tbe  affidavits  of 
Howes  and  Norwood,  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintxif  in  that  case,  with  the  snbse- 
qnent  depositions  of  the  same  witnesses,  taken  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  nnder 
compnlsory  proceedings ;  also  those  of  Kohn  and  Minzesheimer,  procured  by  the 
plaintiff  (sapreme  conrt),  with  those  of  the  same  witnesses  made  after  explanation 
of  what  was  claimed  to  be  the  purport  and  effect  of  what  they  had  there  sworn  to. 
Compare  also  Towar,  supreme  court,  with  same  in  this  court  See,  also,  Winthrop 
and  Fearing,  in  this  court  Tbe  whole  makes  an  overwhelming  case  aga'nst  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  issue  thus  raised  by  him. 

in.  It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that,  in  the  supreme  court,  die  motion  to  dissolve 
the  injunction  was  made  on  tiie  defendants'  answer  alone,  the  defendants  insisting 
that  by  the  settled  practice  in  that  court,  in  this  district,  when  so  made,  rebutriuff 
a£Sdavits  could  not  be  read  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  {See  Blatchford  agt  Tkm 
New  Haven  Sailroad  Company^  7  Alh.  3S2.)  The  learned  judge  of  that  court,  at 
special  term,  however,  departed  from  that  rule ;  whereupon  the  affidavits  so  pro- 
cured by  the  plaintiff  were  read,  and  leave  was  given  to  the  defendants  to  rejoin, 
which  they  did  by  procuring  explanatory  affidavits  of  the  plaintiff's  own  witnesses, 
among  others.  In  this  court,  however,  in  which  a  different  rule  prevails,  the  affida- 
vits on  the  part  of  the  defendants  were  necessarily  served  with  tbe  motion  papers, 
and  the  plaintiff  was  at  full  liberty  to  use  on  the  hearing  new  affidavits  not  served ; 
a  liberty  which  he  availed  himself  of  by  going  through  the  same  process  with  new 
witnesses  which  had  already  been  gone  through  with  and  neutralised  in  the  supreme 
courts  as  above  shown. 

rV.  The  new  affidavits  thus  obtained  by  the  plaintiff  could,  no  doubt,  have  been 
as  easily  neutralized  as  the  former  ones,  if  there  had  been  an  opportunity.  The  whole 
evidence  on  this  subject  only  serves  to  exemplify  most  forcibly  the  absordily  of  tes- 
timony from  laymen  by  ex  parte  affidavits,  as  to  the  legal  construction  of  written 
oontracts. 

V.  Instead  of  a  "  notice  of  intention  to  take  up  stock,"  what  actually  occurred  was 
a  i^ecialpromiM  to  ^o  90  the  jirtt  thing  in  the  morning,  in  consideration  of  the  defend- 
ants' not  selling  on  tbe  ailemoon  of  the  24th,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do. 

Seventh.  The  explanations  given  in  the  answer  as  to  the  hours  at  which  the  sales 
of  tbe  plaintiff's  stock  were  made,  viz.,  during  the  time  while  the  second  call  of  the 
firet  board  was  in  progress,  and  during  the  interval  between  tbe  first  and  second 
boards,  and  of  the  reasons  why,  from  a  desire  to  afford  the  plaintiff  every  opportu- 
nity to  fulfill  his  promises  of  tbe  day  before,  a.nd  redeem  his  stock,  they  were  not 
eommenced  earlier,  when  higher  prices  were  being  attained,  and  why,  of  coume, 
the  market  having  gone  on  rapidly  falling,  and  there  being  every  prospect  of  its 
continuing  to  do  so,  they  were  not  delayed  after  those  promises  had  been  broken, 
until  the  afternoon  boards,  when,  as  it  turned  out,  somewhat  higher  prices  were 
again  obtained,  relieve  the  case  of  all  embarrassment  from  the  published  bnlletins 
of  the  stock  board  at  its  earlier  and  later  sessions,  and  from  the  affidavits  accom- 
panying them,  even  if  the  having  obtained  too  low  prices  for  the  stock  would  be  a 
ground  for  an  injunction  against  selling  the  plaintiff's  securities,  which  it  would 
not 

T.  It  is  distinctly  sworn  to  that  the  stock  sold  during  the  second  session  of  the  first 
board  even  down  to  56,  and  that  the  published  bulletins  by  no  means  give  all  the 
sales  which  are  made  by  parties  in  the  room  during  the  session. 

II.  All  these  matters  as  to  the  prices  and  tbe  fairness  of  the  sales  are  Ailly  and 
amply  corroborated  by*  the  affidavits  of  the  defendants'  brokers,  procured  after  the 
case  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  on  that  subject  had  been  attempted  to  be 
issailed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  supreme  court 
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i7^A<A.  The  defendants  bad  a  ngbt  to  ase  the  stook  oertifiGateSy  with  powen 
attached,  receiyed  by  them  from  the  plaintiff,  on  other  sales  made  by  them,  so  long 
as  they  always  retained  10,000  shares  in  any  shape  applicable  to  the  plaintiff's 
claiin.  This,  it  is  distinctly  sworn,  they  always  did.  The  ^affidayits  introduced  by 
the  plainti£^  therefore,  that  in  some  instanres  the  certificates  deliyered  on  sales  made 
for  accoant  of  others  than  the  plaintiff  were  the  identical  oertifioates  receiyed  irom 
him,  amount  to  nothing.  {Hbriim  agt  Mwgan^  19  N.  T.  B,  170;  Salitu  agk  Gt/UMn^ 
3  Boaw.  257.) 

Ifia4k.  All  alIegati<His  of  unfairness  in  making  the  sales,  and  of  frand  in  reporting 
sales  made  on  accoant  of  others  as  sales  of  the  plaintiff's  stock,  are  fully  rebutted 
by  the  answer  and  affidavita  read  on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  The  judge,  in 
deciding  this  cause  at  special  term,  treats  the  case  as  though  it  were  enough  tiiat 
there  is  a  substantial  controyersy  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  ezuraordinary  remedy 
by  injuncticm.  It  is  submitted  Uaat  the  rule  is  direUly  tke  rwerm;  and  he  most  make 
it  appear  that  his  egmiy  it  clear ,  and  his  neeeuilf  it  urgeiU.  This  is,  in  eyery  aspect— 
as  to  the  responsibility  of  the  defendants,  not  here  attempted  to  be.  assailed  (although 
it  was  in  the  supreme  court,  with  what  result  the  papers  there  will  show) — as  to  the 
absence  of  equity— as  to  the  willful  throwing  away  of  fall  security  for  the  protec- 
tion of  all  legal  and  equitable  rights  by  the  plaintiff,  after  he  had  placed  himself  in 
a  position  to  exact  and  had  obtained  it— as  to  the  employment  by  the  plaintiff  of  the 
process  of  courts  for  the  purpose  of  accomplishing  other  than  the  ayowed  objects — 
as  far,  probably,  from  being  such  a  case  as  any  eyer  presented. 

The  suggestion  that  the  defendants  haye  sufficient  security,  eyen  if  true,  is  not 
entitled  to  ayail  the  plaintiff,  ^^eir  riffht  is  to  tell  ftr  tkt  rea/izo/iom  of  their  debt, 
and  they  are  not  to  be  defnived  of  it,  eepecially  when  it  ie  dear  that  they  are  abvtnda%tly 
reitponsible  to  maie  good  any  damage  which  the  plaintiff  tnay  tuttain,  [OodOf  $  219; 
Willard'e  Eq,  Jwr,  343;  BedfUld  agt  Middleton,  7  Borne,  649.) 

TeiUh.  For  these  reasons  the  order  below  should  be  reyersed,  and  the  injunction 
vacated,  with  costs. 

C.  TbaksYj  for  plaintiffs^  respondent 

I.  The  plaintiff  has  a  clear  right  to  bring  this  action  for  an  accounting  and  to  re- 
deem the  pledge  of  Land  Grant  Bonds  and  Pacific  Hail  Steamship  Company  stock. 

(1.)  The  defendants  are  liable  to  account  for  their  transactions  in  the  preferred 
stock ;  for  the  sums  adyanced,  sums  receiyed^  sums  collected,  sales,  prices  and  times 
of  sales,  &c. ;  and  the  plaintiff  has  a  riglit  to  a  judgment  establishing  a  just  balance 
as  between  him  and  the  defendants. 

(2.)  The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  redeem  his  pledge. 

Although  where  there  is  no  dispute  about  the  amount  due  on  a  pledge,  the  pled- 
gor may  redeem  by  tendering  the  amount,  or  the  pledgee  may  collect  the  amount  by 
selling  the  property,  yet  wheneyer  there  is  a  dispute  about  whether  aujrthing  or 
what  amount  is  due,  either  party  can  come  into  equity  to  haye  the  balance  determ- 
ined and  the  redemption  or  payment  enforced  ( Willard'a  Eqaxty^  456.  **  An  aotinn 
ta  equity  by  the  pereon  to  redeem  the  property  pledged  hot  freqaently  been  ttatainedJ' 
Hart  acrt  Ten  Syck,  2  J.  Ch.,  62.  100;  2  Story's  Sguity  Jur.j  1031 ;  Cfurtii^  Uquity 
PreredentSj  88 ;  Equity  Draughtsman,  171.) 

The  plaintiff  is  ready  to  day,  if  be  is  found  to  owe,  and  to  pay  such  sum  if  any  an 
Bhall  be  found  against  him.  Bnv  he  denies  that  such  a  sum  as  the  defendants  claim 
or  any  sum,  is  due  on  the  pledge.  The  pledge  is  merely  a  security  for  payment,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  content  to  leaye  the  bonds  and  Pacific  stock  in  the  hands  of  the  pled- 
gees  pending  the  action,  and  he  adds  ftxrther  security  by  undertaking.    It  is  obyions 
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equity  that  the  coart  enjoin  the  defendants  from  selling  the  pledged  proper^,  at 
their  own  pleasure,  while  they  have  perfect  seeoritj  for  anything  which  may  be 
their  dne,  and  while  they  do  not  even  bring  a  snit  to  assert  or  enforce  their  demand, 
in  which  the  present  plaintiflT  conid  contest  the  claim  for  a  balance. 

11.  The  accoonting  songht  in  this  aetion  relates  to  all  the  transactions  between  the 
parties  on  the  loan  in  relation  to  the  Chicago  and  Northwestern  Railway  Company 
stock,  and  inclodes  the  investigation  of  the  defendants'  sales. 

The  pliuntift  impeaches  those  pretended  sales  on  the  following  grounds : 

(I.)  The  defendants,  as  pledgees  of  the  preferred  stock,  had  no  right  to  sell  it,  un- 
less the  plaintiflT  had  become  in  default  to  furnish  margin,  and  the  defendants,  aft^r 
such  defiinlt  had  occurred  and  a  reasonable  time  before  selling,  demanded  payment 
from  the  plaintiflT,  or  required  him  to  redeem  the  pledge. 

In  the  absence  of  spedal  stipulations  in  th*  contract,  it  would  be  necessary  not 
only  to  demand  payment  or  redemption,  but  also  to  give  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  sale.  In  the  present  contract  notice  of  sale  is  waived,  bnt  demand  is  not  waived. 
The  defendants  had  no  right  to  sell  without  first  demanding  that  the  pUiintiff  pay  up 
and  redeem  the  pledge.  {Corielyou  agt  Lantinff,  2  Cain^s  Catei,  200 ;  W%l»(m  agt. 
LiUle,  2  IT,  T.  B.y  443-448,  affirming  8.  O,  1  San^f.,  S.  O,  S.,  361 ;  Lewis  agt. 
VamuM,  12  Abbott,  305;  Oenet  agt  Howland,  45  Barb.,  560;  MUliken  agt.  Dekm^ 
27  IT.  T.  J?.,  364;  Andrem  agt  Clarie,  3  Bonr.,  585;  ifarvtsi  agt  ^amt/Am,  9 
Pwer,  244.) 

(2.)  The  defendants  hastily  sold  the  plaintiflT's  stock,  without  making  any  demand, 
or  calling  on  the  plaintiflT  to  redeem,  or  giving  him  time  to  do  so,  after  the  alleged 
fkll  of  price,  requiring  farther  security  to  keep  up  the  margin. 

No  communication  of  any  sort  came  to  the  phdntlflT  fit>m  the  defendants,  after  the 
alleged  fall  of  price,  until  the  report  was  made  of  sales  of  the  whole. 

The  plaintiflT  was  not  bound  to  anticipate  a  fall  of  price,  nor  was  he  bound  to  in- 
crease his  margin,  until  a  fkll  actually  had  occurred,  and  until  he,  after  such  occur- 
rence, had  been  called  on  to  make  the  necessary  increase  of  margin,  or  pay  off  the 
loans  and  redeem  the  stock.    (Andrews  agt  OlarJke,  3  Bosw,,  585.) 

(3.)  The  plaintiff  complied  with  every  duty  on  his  part  under  the  contract,  and  at 
all  times  kept  up  the  required  margin  of  $10  a  share. 

While  the  shares  stood  in  the  market  at  80,  the  margin  was  good  according  to  the 
terms  ot  the  contract 

The  contract  was  made  January  11, 1867,  ana  was  to  ran  sixty  days,  or  till  March 
12th. 

About  January  20th,  the  stock  declined  below  80,  and  the  defendants  called  on 
plaintiff  for  more  margin,  and  he  furnished  $20,000  in  cash. 

January  23d,  on  a  like  decline  he  added  $50,000  to  foe  security. 

January  24th,  defendants  called  for  more  security,  and  plaintiff  added  $^,000. 

Later  on  the  same  day,  January  24th,  after  business  hours,  defendants  called  for 
more,  and  plaintiff  furnished  $20,494. 

The  plaintiff,  at  the  close  of  that  day,  had  the  margin  ftill  and  complete. 

Later  in  that  afternoon,  he  notified  the  defendants  that  he  would  take  up  2,000 
shares  of  the  stock  the  next  day,  and  pay  the  full  price  for  it,  i.  s.,  $140,000,  and 
leave  all  the  additional  securities  in  the  defendants' hands;  which  would  provide 
for  a  ftirther  and  large  decline,  if  it  should  occur ;  and  afterwards  notified  them  that 
he  would  also  take  up  ftirther  3,000  shares,  and  pay  for  them  (being  $210,000),  or  as 
much  more  as  might  be  necessary  if  a  decline  took  place,  and  leave  all  the  additional 
security  in  their  hands. 

The  plamtiff  made  arrangements  accordingly,  and  the  next  morning  sent  to  the 
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defendants  for  the  purpose  of  falfilling  what  he  said,  and  then  obtained  information 
from  them  that  the  stock  had  been  sold  already. 

These  statements  of  the  complaint  are  confirmed  and  supported  by  Mr.  Crane's 
affidavit  of  the  circumstances^ 

llie  attempt  of  the  defendants  to  show  a  sort  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff  through  Mr. 
Bunker,  whom  they  call  his  '^  confidential  clerk  **  is  wholly  refuted  by  Mr.  Bunker's 
afl|layit  and  Mr.  Durant*s  affidavit. 

(4.)  The  plaintiff  having  informed  the  defendants  late  in  the  day.  that  he  would 
the  next  day  take  a  part  of  the  pledged  stock  and  pay  oft  a  corresponding  part  of  the 
loan,  he  was  entitled  to  a  reasonable  time  to  perform  the  transaction. 

The  defendants  making  no  objection  at  the  time,  by  their  silence  assented  to  the 
arrangement  for  the  next  day  for  the  2,000  shares ;  and  if  there  should  be  a  fall  re- 
quiring the  taking  of  the  additional  3,000  shares,  by  the  terms  of  the  arrangement 
the  defendants  must  let  the  plaintiff  know  iheir  wishes  and  option. 

The  usage  and  custom  gave  the  plaintiff  most  of  the  next  day  to  perform  the  ope* 
ration ;  and  long  before  the  time  elapsed  be  was  informed  by  the  defendants  of  their 
sales  being  completed.    The  custom  is  well  established. 

(5.)  The  contract  required  additional  security  only  when  the  "  market  price  "  should 
decline  so  as  to  reduce  the  margin  below  10  per  cent  Bach  "  market  price**  is  not 
determined  by  a  few  hurried  sales  made  out  of  regular  hours,  but  by  regular  sales 
on  calls  of  the  recognised  boards,  or  at  public  auction.  In  this  case  no  auction  price 
is  shown.  The  sales  at  the  regular  boards  on  the  25th  of  January  were  thus :  Stock 
Exchange,  first  board,  60  to  61 ;  second  call  on  sale  at  58^ ;  second  board,  64  to  64}, 
closing  price  64f  to  65 ;  open  board,  10  A.  M.,  66  to  63^ ;  1  P.  M.,  62  to  63^ ;  3i  P. 
H.,-63}  to  62i. 

The  **  market  price,''  therefore  did  not  go  so  low  on  that  day  as  to  entitle  the  de- 
fendants to  any  more  margins ;  and  there  was  no  show  at  all  of  such  a  fall  of  price 
before  the  defendantd  begun  to  sell  under  the  pledge. 

(6.)  The  defendants'  report  of  sales  was  below  the  market  price  throughout.  It 
shows  no  sale  as  high  as  60,  but  gives  several  at  57,  and  one  at  56|  and  one  at  56. 

(7.)  Many  of  the  sales  so  reported  werd  not  sales  of  the  plaintiff's  shares,  but  of 
other  shares,  and  some  of  the  plaintiff's  shares  sold  for  more  than  is  reported. 

The  plaintiff  had  not  transferred  his  shares  to  the  defendants  on  the  company's 
books,  but  had  lodged  his  certificates  with  powers  of  sale  annexed,  in  the  defendantsP 
hands,  and  the  plaintiff  thus  retained  his  property  in  the  identical  shards  and  certifi- 
cates, and  was  entitled  to  a  return  of  the  same  on  the  discharge  of  the  loan.  The 
defendants  had  no  authority  to  mingle  such  certificates  with  other  certificates  or  ex- 
change them  for  other  certificates.  If  the  defendants  would  enforoe  the  pledge  by 
sale,  they  must  sell  the  plaintifi's  certificates ;  and  if  they  made  a  sale  of  other  cer- 
tificates it  cannot  be  reported  as  a  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  pledge. 

The  case  may  be  difterent  where  the  shares  of  many  proprietors  are  posted  into 
one  account  on  the  stock  ledger,  and  the  broker  has  no  means  of  distinguishing  the 
shares  of  different  customers.  In  the  present  there  was  no  confusion  of  shares,  but 
a  clear  and  precise  certainty  of  certificates.  {Saltus  agt  Genin,  3  Botw.,  240—257 ; 
Bifrton  agt  Morgan,  6  Diisr,  56;  AIUm  agt  Dyters,  3  Sill,  593;  Nowne agt  Prime, 
4,  J.  Ck.  B,,  499.) 

III.  The  fiust  that  in  another  action  for  different  relief,  but  based  upon  a  statement 
of  facts  similar  in  manj  respects,  the  supreme  court  dissolved  an  injunction^  is  no 
bar  or  defense  to  the  proceedings  now  pending. 

(I.)  That  suit  has  been  discontinued. 

(2.)  The  determination  of  a  motion  within  the  discretion  of  a  court  ncTcr  control! 
tiie  rights  of  parties  when  they  appear  in  a  diifiuent  action  or  court 
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(3.)  .Tbe  erroneoQB  deeision  of  the  motion  by  the  enpreme  coort  grew  oat  of  the 
practice  there  established  of  refusing  to  hear  affidavits  in  snpport  of  an  injunction, 
when  the  defendant  moves  to  diseolve  it  on  a  veniied  answer,  without  other  afll- 
davits. 

This  court  holds  the  contrary  rule.  ( Jbw^er  agt  Bwnu,  7  Botw,  637 ;  HoffmanCt 
Fvo,  Bern,  351,  360,  361.) 

The  practice  of  this  court  prevails  in  all  the  districts  of  the  supreme  court  ezMpi 
the  first.    (4^M.*282:  SBarb.  17;  1  Ood€  B.  114;  4ffow.^35;  5^ow.265.) 

The  Code  clearly  treats  the  sworn  answer  as  an  affldavii,  because,  if  it  were  not  ' 
80  considered,  it  could  not  be  used  as  ground  of  the  motion.    {CocUf  $$  220, 222, 226.) 

IV.  It  being  impracticable  in  the  present  case  to  decide,  on  a  non-enumerated 
motion,  upon  affidavits,  all  the  issues  joined  by  the  pleadings ;  and  the  court  at 
ehambers,  on  full  bearing,  having  increased  the  security  and  continued  the  iigunc- 
tion  until  trial ;  and  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction  being  fatal  in  the  right  of  th« 
plaintiff  to  reclaim  his  shares,  if  he  succeeds  on  the  trial ;  and  the  cause  being  already 
referred  for  trial ;  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed.  {Carpenter  agt&  i><m- 
Jbrth,  19  Abb.  225.) 


By  the  courty  Robertson,  Ch.  J.  The  professed  object 
of  this  action  is  to  redeem  certain  securities  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendants,  upon  paying  the  amount  due  thereon,  and  as 
incidental  thereto,  to  obtain  an  order  restraining  the  defend- 
ants from  selling  such  securities  Klntil  an  account  can  be 
taken  of  the  amount  due  the  defendants.  It  is  essentially, 
therefore,  an  equitable  action,  and  must  be  governed  by  the 
well  settled  rules  of  equity  jurisdiction;  and  if  it  cannot  be 
maintained  under  those  rules,  the  injunction  order  appealei) 
from  cannot  stand. 

A  court  of  equity  has  no  general  jurisdiction  over  actions 
to  redeem  personal  property  pawned,  without  some  other 
circumstances  rendering  its  interference  necessary.  (Glennie 
agt.  Irtoiny  3  ¥ou.  S  ColL  436 ;  Hirst  agt.  Peirsey  4  PricCf 
339;  Jones  agt.  Smith)  2  Ves.  Jr.  272;  Bemenbray  agt  Met^ 
caJfy  1  Vem.  698.) 

The  remedy  at  law  is  ample,  by  tender  of  the  amount  due 
and  a  possessory  action  to  recover  the  articles  pledged,  or 
damages  for  their  detention.  (2  Story  Eq.  Jur.  ^  1032.)  It 
is  true,  as  laid  down  in  Sart  agt.  Ten  Eych  (2  Johns*  Cf^  B^ 
100),  that  bills  to  redeem  pawned  personal  property  have 
been  sustained,  but  only  in  cases  where  either  no  objection 
has  been  made,  or  an  equity  arose  out  of  oth^  circumstance^ 
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and  all  the  cases  cited  in  the  last  case  as  authority  are  of 
that  kind.  {Kemp  agt.  Westbrooky  1  Ves.  278 ;  Demenhray 
agt.  Metcalfe  Prec.  in  Ch.  194;  S.  C.  2  Vem.  698;  Van  Der- 
£fee  agt.  Willis j  3  Bro.  21.  Certainly  such  an  action  would 
not  spring  out  of  any  of  the  great  sources  of  equitable  juris- 
diction. 

The  only  ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction  over  an  action 
for  the  redemption  of  personal  property  pledged,  besides  the 
necessity  of  a  discovery,  and  perhaps  an  assignment  of  the 
pledge,  is  the  necessity  of  taking  an  account.  (2  Story  Eq. 
1032,  and  cases  cited  in  note.)  It  is  of  course  not  necessary 
to  discuss  how  far  the  union  of  both  legal  and  equitable 
jurisdictions  in  one  court,  and  the  right  conferred  on  either 
party  to  an  action  to  examine  the  other  party  as  a  witness 
{Code  of  Procedure,  ^  389),  has  taken  away  a  jurisdiction 
dependent  solely  on  the  right  of  discovery,  as  there  is  no  pre- 
tence in  the  complaint  or  elsewhere  of  the  necessity  of  any 
such  discovery.  There  remains,  therefore,  in  this  case,  but 
the  ground  of  some  necessity  of  an  account  being  taken,  as 
in  a  court  of  equity,  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  sustain  his 
action. 

It  is  fully  settled  that  the  account  on  wh^oh  equity  bases 
its  jurisdiction  must  be  reaUy  one ;  that  is,  not  having  only 
one  item  on  one  side  and  a  number  of  set  ofis  on  the  other, 
but  a  series  of  transactions  on  both  sides.  (1  Story  Eq.  Jur. 
§^458,  459;  Fbrter  agt.  Spencer,  2  Johns.  Oh.  R.  171; 
Moses  agt.  Lewis,  12  Price  JR.  502;  King  agt.  Bossett,  2  Y. 
&  Jer.  33;  Dinteiddie  agt.  Bailey,  6  Ves.  136,  and  Wilis 
agt.  Cooper,  cited  therein;  Padunck  agt.  Hurst,  16  Beav.  575 ; 
Phmips  agt.  PhiUips,  9  How.  471.)  In  this  case,  the  claim 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  can  only  consist  of  one  item, 
to  wit.,  the  original  advances  by  them,  or  so  much  of  it  as 
remains  unpaid.  Every  sum  paid  or  to  be  credited  in  that 
account,  set  out  in  the  complaint,  forms  a  subject  of  set  oit 
in  an  action  at  law,  including  even  any  liability  of  the 
defendants  for  selling  any  of  the  originally  pledged  stock 
Vou  XXXV.  16 
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below  its  market  price;  for  that  is  a  subject  of  counts 
claim;  in  an  action  for  the  loan,  under  the  first  subdivisioa 
of  section  150  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  as  either  arising 
out  of  the  contract  or  transacHon  which  tvatdd  be  the  faunda- 
tion  of  such  action^  or  connected  with  the  subject  of  the  actioHj 
and  as  available  in  the  court  acting  as  a  court  of  law  as  one 
of  equity. 

There  is  perhaps  still  less  reason  at  this  time  for  preserv- 
ing, or  rather  extending,  jurisdiction,  to  give  affirmative 
reUef  to  a  debtor  in  such  a  case  of  a  one  sided  account, 
since  the  enlargement  by  the  Code  of  the  cases  in  which 
references  of  all  the  issues  may  be  ordered,  wherever  a  long 
account  is  concerned,  the  increase  of  the  power  of  all  courts 
to  order  the  production  of  books  and  papers  summarily,  and 
the  conferring  upon  every  suitor  of  the  right  of  examining 
the  adverse  party  as  a  witness,  whatever  the  case  may  be. 

So  far  from  any  discoveryby  the  defendants  being  shown 
to  be  required,  the  plaintiff  sets  forth  in  his  coniplaint  varioiis 
defects  in  the  sale  of  the  stock  originally  pledged,  not  merely 
as  derived  from  the  information  of  others,  but  as  matters  of 
his  owa  knowledge,  although  he  escapes  all  responsibility 
for  the  statements  by  not  veriQring  them  under  his  own 
oath.  They  are  as  follows :  An  entire  failure  to  sell  some 
shares  of  stock  represented  by  the  defendants  in  their  report 
to  the  plaintiff  of  sales  to  have  been  sold,  and  sales  of  some 
at  less  than  the  market  rate,  and  of  others  at  higher  prices 
than  those  stated  in  such  report  He  does  not,  however,  as 
he  was  bound  to  do,  in  order  to  render  his  complaint  suffir 
ciently  definite  and  certain,,  state  the  numbers  of  such  unsold 
shares,  or  of  those  sold  too  low,  or  those  whose  prices  are 
not  properly  accounted  for.  In  the  affidavits,  however,  pre- 
sented on  his  behalf,  he  establishes  what  he  considers  to  be 
such  amounts,  without  the  aid  of  any  discovery  firom  the 
defendants  in  regard  to  them. 

Even  assuming,  however,^  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
restrain  the  sale  of  pawned  personal  property  imtil  an 


HEW  YOBE  PRACTICE  BEPOBTa  243 


Dunuit  agt.  EiiiBtiein. 


account  can  be  taken  of  the  amount  due  on  the  loan  upon 
them,  under  the  same  circumstances  as  it  would  a  suit  at 
law,  the  validity  of  the  sale  by  the  defendants  of  the  stock 
in  this  case  originally  pledged  is  not  one  of  such  circum- 
stances. If  the  sale  was  valid,  the  account  to  be  taken  is 
reduced  to  the  original  loan  on  one  side,  and  on  the  other, 
the  payment  of  two  sums  of  $20,000,  and  $10,000  before, 
and  the  receipt  of  interest  on  the  land  grant  bonds  collected, 

less  the  government  tax  ($33.25),  and  the  amount  of  a  note 
for  $25,000,  since  the  commencement  of  this  action. 

To  ascertain  the  amount  due  would  in  such  case  be  a 
matter  of  mere  clerical  computation.  If,  however,  one  of 
the  objects  of  this  action  be  to  attack  such  sale,  and  endeavor 
to  make  the  defendants  liable  in  damages  for  the  conversion 
of  such  stock  without  authority,  they  could  not,  until  liqui- 
dated in  an  action,  form  aoy  part  of  an  account,  such  as 
is  prayed  for  in  this  case.  Nor  would  the  court  be  author- 
ized to  tie  up  the  defendants  from  using  their  legal  authority 
as  pledgees,  bestowed  on  them  by  the  plaintifl^  until  the 
amount  of  such  damages  could  be  ascertained. 

I  shall  therefore  dismiss  from  consideration  all  the  allega- 
tions in  the  complaint,  and  all  the  evidence  before  us,  tend- 
ing to  establish  any  invalidity  in  such  sale,  as  wholly  super- 
fluous and  irrelevant,  if  not  suicidal,  in  determining  whether 
this  action  can  be  maintained  upon  such  a  basis  as  to  war- 
rant an  injunction.  The  complaint  does  not  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly either  avow  or  disavow  such  sales  as  being  made  by 
authority,  although  it  apparently  does  the  former  by  claim- 
ing that,  in  the  account  which  the  plaintiff'  professes  therein 
his  readiness  to  have  taken,  that  the  defendants  shall  be 
charged  with  the  market  price  of  the  stock  sold,  and  the  full 
amount  received  by  them  therefbr,  and  not  allowed  the  bene- 
fit of  any  pretended  sales  of  stock ;  notwithstanding  it  also 
prays  that  the  defendants  may  be  charged  in  an  accounting 
with  all  loss  suffered  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  unlawful  dispo- 
sition of  such  stock.    It  might  with  equal  propriety  have 
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Bought  that  damages  for  selling  any  other  stock  without 
authority  should  enter  into  such  account.  Indeed,  the  only 
grounds  suggested  for  attacking  the  validity  of  such  sales  were 
that  the  market  had  not  so  fallen  as  to  create  the  contin- 
gency on  which  the  right  of  sale  arose,  and  that  no  demand 
was  made  for  further  margin. 

In  regard  to  the  first,  the  evidence  as  to  a  fall  on  the  25th 
of  January^  the  day  of  sale,  is  not  conflicting ;  and  in  regard 
to  the  last,  the  contract  before  us  does  not  require  such 
demand  to  be  made  as  was  required  by  that  in  MiUiken  agt. 
Dehon  (27  N.  Y.  R.  364),  which  case  in  fact  rather  holds  a 
demand  for  the  amount  due  not  to  be  necessary,  when  a  right 
is  given  to  sell  either  at  public  or  private  sale,  which  a  for- 
tiori is  applicable  to  this  case,  where  a  right  of  notice  is  expressly 
waived.  The  reasoning  of  Justices  Weight  and  Marvin, 
in  the  case  last  referred  to  {MUUJcen  agt.  Dehon j  pp.  370, 
374),  in  regard  to  the  impracticability  of  notice  of  time  and 
place  of  sale  of  articles  of  such  rapidly  fluctuating  value  as 
stocks,  is  equally  applicable  to  a  demand  of  payment  or 
more  security,  which  seems  to  have  been  purposely  omitted 
in  this  contract.  At  all  events,  unliquidated  damages  for  an 
entirely  unauthorized  sale  can  form  no  part  of  an  account  to 
give  jurisdiction  to  a  court  of  equity. 

Of  course,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any 
originally  pledged  stock  T^hich  remains  unsold,  notwith- 
standing the  written  report  of  the  defendants  to  him 
to  the  contrary.  But  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know  how 
any  failure  to  sqU  it  would  aid  him  in  a  mere  cuxount- 
ing  between  him  and  the  defendants  to  be  had  in  this 
action.  Such  an  account  would  not  be  affected  except  by  the 
receipt  by  the  defendants  of  some  sum  as  the  proceeds  of  an 
authorized  sale  of  shares  of  stock.  If  they  were  not  sold, 
the  debt  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  so  much  the  larger,  A 
mere  representation  by  an  account  of  sales,  that  stock  had 
been  sold,  when  it  was  not,  would  by  itself  furnish  no  ground 
of  equitable  interference.      The  plaintiff  claims  to  have 
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detected  the  falsehood^  and  furnished  in  the  affidavits  before 
us  evidence  of  it,  without  the  necessity  of  an  examination  of 
the  defendants.  That  evidence,  if  important,  vtrould  be 
equally  available  in  a  trial  at  law,  and  no  mere  discovery 
would  ever  have  been  necessary. 

Sales  of  the  stock  below  the  market  price,  whep  duly 
authorized,  would  not  make  the  defendants  liable  for  the 
difference,  unless  made  with  intent  to  injure  the  plaintiff 
beyond  the  mere  realization  of  the  amount  due  the  defend* 
ants,  as  in  other  cases  of  abuse  of  lawful  authority.  {King 
agt.  Farksy  19  J.  R.  375 ;  Butts  agt.  Edwards^  2  DeniOy 
164 ;  Baldwin  agt.  Weed^  17  Wend.  224.)  But  something 
besides  a  mere  sale  below  the  market  price  is  necessary  to 
show  such  intent. 

The  defendants  are  mere  pawnees,  were  not  bound  to 
nse  even  the  same  diligence  as  an  agent  to  obtain  the  best 
price.  The  latter  would  not  be  held  liable  except  for  extra- 
ordinary negligence,  which  must  be  proved,  not  presumed. 
There  must,  afc  least,  be  such  recklessness  shown  in  the  mode 
or  time  of  selling  as  to  establish  an  intent  to  injure  the 
pawnors,  before  the  pawnees  can  be  made  liable  for  any  loss. 
The  complaint,  indeed,  avers  that  the  sales  below  the  mar- 
ket price  were  made  by  the  diefendants  "out  of  the  usual 
course  of  business,  and  in  a  manner  designed  and  intended  to 
depress  the  price  and  produce  less  than  the  market  value^  and 
which  tended  to  and  did  produce  that  result."  But  the  only 
verification  that  aUegatian  has  is  an  affidavit  by  the  agent  of 
the  plaintiff  {Crane) j  that  he  believes  such  matters  to  be 
true,  from  having  seen  reports  of  sales  at  the  stock  exchange 
and  board  of  brokers  of  that  day,  and  been  informed  by  per- 
sons named  as  purchasers  in  the  report  of  sales  rendered  by 
defendants  of  prices  paid  by  them,  and  the  numbers  on  the 
certificates  of  stock  received  by  them.  This  certainly  is  not 
sufficient  to  establish  a  design  to  obtain  a  less  price  than  the 
market  value,  either  to  injure  the  plaintiff  by  such  sales  or 
for  any  other  purpose.    Such  allegations  in  the  complaint 
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are  fully  denied  by  the  defendants  in  their  aqswer^  verified 
by  their  oath ;  and  there  is  no  other  evidtoce  before  us  of 
any  such  intent  or  its  result  in  such  sales.  On  the  contrary^ 
the  agents  of  the  defendants  in  selling  deny  it.  Consequently 
such  allegations  in  the  complaint,  so  verified  and  denied, 
furnish  no  ground  for  continuing  the  order  of  ityunction  in 
this  case. 

The  remaining  objection  in  the  complaint  to  the  account 
rendered  by  the  defendants  of  the  sales  by  them  of  the  orig- 
inally pledged  stock,  of  the  receipt  of  larger  sums  as  the 
pnces  of  some  of  them  than  those  stated  in  such  account, 
the  plaintiff  claims  to  have  discovered  by  other  means  and 
sustained  by  ample  evidence  before  us,  without  any  discovery 
from  the  defendants.  If  so,  the  details  are  all  given  in  the 
affidavits  furnished  on  his  part,  and  there  would  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  establishing  the  set  ofi*  by  way  of  defense,  in  an 
action  at  law,  to  the  fuU  extent  of  the  sums  kept  back. 

The  whole  account  between  the  parties,  to  be  taken  in 
this  case,  upon  the  plaintirs  own  showing,  will  be  reduced 
to  the  original  advance  by  the  defendants  on  one  side,  and 
on  the  other  cash  payments  made  by  the  plaintiff,  interest 
on  the  land  grant  bonds  and  amount  of  the  Pacific  Company's 
note,  received  by  the  defendants,  and  the  price  of  the  shares 
of  the  originally  pledged  stock  actually  sold  by  them,  omit- 
ting from  such  account  (for  reasons  already  given)  all  excess 
of  the  market  value  beyond  such  price,  and  all  sums  pre- 
tended by  the  defendants  to  have  been  received  by  them  in 
any  of  the  sales  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  fictitious  (if 
there  were  any  such).  So  simple  an  account,  requiring  mere 
computation  of  figures,  is  not  of  such  a  character  as  to 
require  the  aid  of  the  equitable  powers  of  the  court  to 
unravel  it.  Nor  should  the  defendailts  be  delayed  in  using 
the  means  placed  in  their  hands  by  the  plaintiff  to  collect 
the  amount  due  them,  according  to  the  plaintifi*'s  contract, 
until  this  action  is  reached  on  the  calendar,  to  be  tried,  or  a 
referee  can  be  called  in  to  make  the  computation,  and  a 
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decree  made. for  redemption;  which  the  plaintiff  may  {>erfonn 
or  not;  as  he  ple&ses. 

Were  it  necessary,  in  order  to  justify  a  vacation*  of  the 
injunction  order  in  this  case,  to  go  beyond  the  questions  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  court  to  sustain  this  as  an  equitable 
action,  and  the  incompatability  of  the  nature  of  the  account 
to  be  had  under  any  state  of  facts  shown  by  the  plaintiff, 
with  any  necessity  warranting  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdic- 
tion, a  Airther  justification  would  be  found  in  the  denial  in 
the  answer  of  the  equities  of  the  complaint,  and  in  the  affi- 
davits of  the  brokers  of  the  defendants,  who  actually  sold  the 
preferred  stock,  as  opposed  to  that  of  the  plaintifi's  agent 
(Crane),  who  testifies  solely  to  information  derived  from  the 
purchasers.    Prima  faciey  the  denial  in  the  answers  of  the 
defendants  of  the  equities  of  the  complaint  ought  to  entitle 
them  to  a  vacation  of  an  injunction  order  {Blakhford  agt.  N. 
H.  R.  B.  Co*  6  Abb.  276) ;  but  the  affidavits  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  being  admitted,  those  on  the  part  of  the 
defendants  rebutted  their  effect.     The  plaintiff  was  undoubt- 
edly bound  to  make  out  his  case  affirmatively,  and  although 
this  court  on  appeal  at  general  term  cannot  properly  inter- 
fere with  any  decision  at  special  term,  founded  on  conflicting 
evidence,  it  yet  may  do  so  where  that  on  one  side  is  mere 
information  and  belief,  and  that  on  the  other  positive  know- 
ledge.    The  apparent  discrepancies  of  the  affidavits  of  some 
of  the  witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  when  made  in 
the  action  in  the  supreme  court,  seems  to  be  explained  by 
them.  There  is  also  some  discrepancy  in  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  as  to  the  market  value  of  the  stock  in  question  on 
the  day  it  was  sold,  but  that  may  originate  in  their  know- 
ledge of  different  sales,  and  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  of  an  undue  sacrifice  of  it  by  the  defendants  for 
sinister  purposes.    The  testimony  of  tiie  defendants'  brokers 
{TawarSy  Kohn^  Mimesheimer  and  EUery)  is  positive  as  to 
the  sales  of  stock  by  the  direction  of  the  defendants,  and  the 
prices  obtained  therefor,  which  correspond  with  the  account 
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rendered  by  the  latter  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendants 
swear  that  all  sales  made  of  such  stock  by  such  brokers  for 
them^  before  a  quarter  before  twelve  o'clock^  noon,  were  not 
made  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff's  agent 
(Crane)  is  made  to  testify  whether  some  of  the  sales  made  at 
a  higher  rate  than  was  reported  by  the  defendants  was  of  the 
plaintiff's  stock.  Upon  such  evidence,  the  plaintiff  has 
hardly  made  out  a  clear  case  of  sales  at  higher  prices,  or  of 
any  design  by  the  defendants  to  lower  the  market  value; -and 
the  mere  fact  of  reporting  fictitious  sales  is  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  injunction  order. 

I  am  inclined  to  think,  if  material  in  this  case,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  bound  in  it  by  the  decision  of  the  case  in 
another  court  between  the  same  parties,  upon  a  similar  state 
of  facts.  In  that,  the  plaintiff  claimed  an  illegal  sale  of  the 
stock,  and  demanded  its  restoration  in  ^ecicy  by  way  of  an 
equitable  substitute  for  the  remedies  formerly  known  as 
actions  of  trover,  detinue  or  replevin.  An  injunction  was 
of  course  properly  refused  in  it.  The  plaintiff  subse- 
quently discontinued  that  action,  and  attempted  one  oi  claim 
and  delivery  upon  the  same  ground  of  an  illegal  sale,  and 
finally  abandoning  that  ground,  has  chosen  this  one  in  its 
present  form  for  an  accounting,  recognizing  all  the  sales 
actually  made  as  valid,  but  claiming  more  as  to  the  sales  of 
some  than  the  defendants  are  willing  to  admit.  By  this 
action  he  has  succeeded,  by  giving  security  instead  of  making 
a  tender,  and  paying  the  money  into  court,  or  bringing  a 
possessory  action,  in  obtaining  delay  by  an  mjunction  order. 
It  may  possibly  be  hard  upon  the  plaintiff  to  be  driven  to  an 
action  for  damages,  or  for  his  stock,  or,  perhaps,  rather  more 
convenient,  to  abide  the  delay  of*  a  suit,  before  paying  the 
amount  due  on  the  original  loan;  but  that  should  have  been 
considered  when  he  made  so  stringent  a  contract,  giving  the 
defendants  so  much  authority.  The  individual  hardship, 
however,  is  not  to  be  weighed  against  the  danger  of  the 
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abandonment  of  well  settled,  legal  principles,  as  to  the  only 
cases  in  which  such  hardship  can  be  relieved  from. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
order  enjoining  the  defendants  vacated,  with  $10  as  costs  of 
the  motion  to  vacate  it. 

No  costs  are  given  on  the  appeal. 


•♦• 


UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT. 
In  the  Matter  of  Alexander  Freab,  a  Bankrupt. 

Vn^ere  one  who  was  a  member  of  a  late  firm  files  his  Individnal  petition  in  bank- 
ruptcj,  all  his  creditors  can  prove  their  claims,  whether  individutJ  or  partnership. 
Partnership  assets  must  be  administered  according  to  the  36th  section  of  the  bank- 
rupt act,  and  so  mnst  the  assets  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  bankmpt. 

Southern  District  of  New  TorJc,  1868. 

I,  John  Fitch,  one  of  the  registers  of  said  court  in  bank- 
ruptcy, do  hereby  certify  that,  in  the  course  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  said  cause  before  me,  the  following  question  arose 
pertinent  to  the  said  proceedings,  and  was  stated  and  agreed 
to  by  the  counsel  for  the  opposing  parties,  to  wit.:  Brown, 
Hall  &  Vanderpoel,  for  the  bankrupt ;  Martin  &  Smith,  for 
Bauendahl  &  Co.;  Matthews  &  Betts,  Chapman,  Scott  & 
Crowell,  and  S.  T.  Freeman,  for  various  creditors;  also^ 
Richard  J.  McCurdy  in  person,  and  for  Aldrich,  McCurdy  &  Co. 

I  deem  it  the  duty  of  the  register,  in  deciding  questions 
involving  the  construction  of  the  bankrupt  act,  to  examine 
the  question  presented  in  all  its  bearings;  examine  the 
authorities  applicable  to  the  case,  and  give  an  opinion  in  the 
matter  upon  the  law  of  the  case,  which  will  enable  the  dis- 
trict judge  to  decide  the  case  by  reversing  or  affirming  the 
opinion  of  the  register.  This  course  liessens  the  arduous 
duties  of  the  district  judge,  and  reUeves  him  of  some  of  the 
most  difficult  and  laborious  part  of  his  duties. 
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t  I 

On  the  19th  day  of  February,  A.  D.,  1868,  the  above 
named  petitioner  filed  his  individual  petition  in  the  pre- 
scribed form  (No,  1),  praying  that  he  might  be  adjudged  by 
the  court  to  be  a  bankrupt,  and  have  a  discharge  from  all 
his  debts  provable  under  the  bankruptcy  act.  There  is  no 
reference  in  the  petition  to  co-partnership  debts,  but  the 
schedules  annexed  show  the  petitioner  was  a  member  of  the 
late  co-partnership  firm  of  Alexander  Frear  &  Co.,  which 
was  dissolved  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  filing  of  said 
petition,  and  a  large  number  of  debts  contracted  by  said 
co-partnership  are  set  forth  in  said  schedules,  including  the 
debt  to  Bauendahl  &  Co.,  and  the  other  creditors  who  have 
proved  their*  claims. 

The  petitioner  has  been  duly  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  at 
the  meeting  of  creditors,  Bauendahl  &  Co.  presented  against 
the  estate  of  said  petitioner  proof  of  a  debt  which  was  con- 
tracted by  the  said  firm  of  Alexander  Frear  &  Co.;  to  this 
the  attorney  for  the  petitioner  objected,  upon  the  ground 
that  co-partnership  debts  could  not  be  proved  herein,  and 
urged  that  the  indebtedness  sought  to  be  proved  was  a  debt 
of  the  said  firm  of  Alexander  Frear  &  Co.,  and  not  his  (the 
petitioner's)  debt,  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act 

The  attorney  for  said  Bauendahl  &  Co.  insisted  that  the 
fact  that  others  were  liable  with  the  petitioner  on  this  debt 
made  no  difference;  that  the  co-partnership  of  Alexander 
Frear  &  Co.  being  dissolved,  the  debt  was  the  joint  and 
several  debt  of  the  persons  who  composed  said  co-partner- 
ship; that  the  creditor  could  enforce  its  collection  from  the 
individual  property  of  the  petitioner;  and  that  proof  of  it 
should  be  received,  and  that  a  creditor  has  a  right  to  prove 
the  same. 

The  following  question  of  law  arises  thereon: 

Where  a  person  who  was  a  member  of  a  late  co-partner- 
ship files  his  individual  petition  under  the  bankrupt  act, 
praymg  for  a  certificate  of  discharge  firom  all  his  debts,  can 
all  his  creditors  prove  their  claims  against  him,  or  are  his 
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individual  creditors  alone  entitled  to  come  in  and  prove  their 
claims  f 

Section  19  of  the  bankrupt  act;  approved  March  2;  1867^ 
allows  a  party  to  prove  any  debt  he  may  have  against  a 
petitioner;  but  the  proof  of  the  claim  or  debt  does  not  by 
any  means  conclude  the  petitioner  or  any  of  the  petitioner's 
creditors-^he  or  they  may  contest  the  claim  so  proved  upon 
any  legal  ground  authorized  by  law.  The  act  expressly 
allows  the  petitioner  to  object  to  all  debts  barred  by  tJbe 
staitute  of  limitations;  yet  such  a  claim,  if  proved^  and  not 
objected  to  by  the  petitioner  or  a  creditor^  must  be  allowed 
by  the  court,  and  the  a88ignee  murt  receive  it  as  a  claim 
entitled  to  its  share  of  the  dividend.  The  same  rule  applies 
to  a  debt  which  by  a  state  law  may  have  been  discharged  by 
a  state  insolvent  law^  which^  as  between  the  citizens  of  the 
same  state,  is  binding  and  e^ctual  in  the  state  courts,  and 
also  United  States  courts,  but  not  as  between  citizens  of 
different  states.  (3  Selden^  300;  KeOy  agt.  Drury^  9  Aden} 
Baldwin  agt.  The  Bank  of  Newburghy  1  Wallace^  234,  at  p. 
239 ;  Worthington  agt.  Jeromey  Justice  Nelson,  Manuscript 
case,) 

My  view  of  the  case  is  this,  that  any  claim  that  tiie  cred- 
itor could  prosecute  and  recover  as  against  the  petitioner,  in 
a  suit  in  the  district  court,  can  be  proved  and  must  be 
allowed  in  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  as  the  law  makes 
the  proceedings  a  suit  of  the  debtor  against  his  creditors, 
merely  reversing  the  manner  of  proceedings.  This  brings 
up  the  question,  could  the  creditor  sue  for  and  recover  in 
the  district  or  circuit  court  the  debt  or  demand  he  now 
seeks  to  maintain  against  the  objection  of  the  petitioner  f  It 
must  be  allowed  as  the  same  rule  of  law  in  regard  to  the 
debts  that  can  be  allowed  in  bankruptcy  must  govern  at  the 
circuit;  as  I  conceive  it  to  be  plain  that,  if  the  claimant 
could  not  obtain  a  judgment  upon  the  claim,  he  cannot  par- 
ticipate in  the  proceeds  of  the  petitioner's  estate. 

By  the  law  of  this  state,  a  partner  is  liable  personally  fot 
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the  debts  of  the  co-partnership  to  the  entire  indebtedness  of 
the  firm ;  the  debt  of  the  firm  is  as  much  the  debt  of  the 
individual  as  of  the  firm ;  and  after  the  property  of  the  firm 
or  corporation  is  exhausted,  and  there  still  remain  claims  or 
debts  unsatisfied;  the  individual  property  of  the  members  of 
the  firm  or  co-partnership  can  be  taken  in  execution  to  pay 
the  firm  debts.  Therefore,  I  hold  that  debts  due  by  a  firm 
arc  so  far  the  debts  of  each  member  of  the  firm  that  any 
creditor  of  the  firm  can  prove  their  debts  due  them  from  the 
co-partnership  as  against  any  member  of  the  firm,  whether 
he  petition  as  an  individual  or  as  a  member  of  a  firm,  or  of  a 
late  firm ;  the  petitioner  is  liable  both  as  an  individual  and  as 
a  co-partner;  is  jointly  as  well  as  severally  liable  upon  a 
contract,  whether  made  as  an  individual  or  as  a  member  of  a 
firm. 

The  discharge  of  the  petitioner  would  not  in  any  manner 
affect  the  claim  of  the  creditor  against  the  members  of  the 
co-partnership,  their  claim  against  the  others  would  remain 
the  same ;  but  should  there  be  any  money  paid  upon  their 
claim,  it  would  reduce  the  amount  due  upon  the  debt  the 
amount  so  paid ;  the  bankrupt  would  be  discharged  fi^om  the 
debt.  It  operates  the  same  as  the  death  of  a  bankrupt  with 
no  estate. 

The  ground  taken  by  Brown,  Hall  &  Vanderpoel,  for  the 
bankrupt,  would  not  only  defeat  the  intent  of  the  framers 
of  the  bankrupt  law,  but  would  render  the  discharge  of  the 
petitioner  worthless,  as  he  would  remain  indebted  upon  all 
the  co-partnership  debts,  which  constitute  most  of  his 
indebtedness;  also  renders  most  of  the  discharges  in  this  dis- 
trict already  granted  worthless,  and  laying  the  foundation  for 
endless  litigation. 

The  bankrupt  law  is  analogous  to  the  insolvent  law  of  this 
state,  known  as  the  two-third  act  By  that  act  a  discharge 
cuts  ojBT  all  debts,  co-partnership  as  well  as  individual.  The 
supreme  court,  in  the  wording  of  the  form  of  the  petition, 
evidently  intended  that  the  petitioner  should  be  discharged 
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from  all  his  debts,  individual  as  well  as  ctherwise.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  bankrupt  law  contemplate  the  entire  discharge 
of  the  petitioner;  no  reservations  are  made,  no  partial  dis- 
charge provided  for.  All  claims  of  whatever  nature  are 
provable,  whenever  an  action  at  law  or  in  equity  could  be 
maintained  against  a  petitioner.  The  claim  upon  which 
said  action  could  be  maintained  can  also  be  proved,  subject 
to  the  same  defense  as  in  a  court  of  law. 

By  section  4  of  the  bankrupt  act,  the  register  is  empow- 
ered to  take  proof  of  debts,  "  and  all "  depositions  of  persons 
and  witnesses  taken  before  said  register  shall  be  reduced  to 
.  writing,  be  signed  by  him,  and  filed  in  the  clerk's  office  of 
the  district  oourt,  as  part  of  the  proceedings;  (^  6,  Bank- 
rupt Act) 

By  section  8  of  the  bankrupt  act,  "and  any  creditor  whose 
claim  is  wholly  or  in  part  rejected  may  appeal,  &c,^ 

By  section  11  of  the  bankrupt  act,  the  petitioner,  in  his 
petition,  must  state  his  ^^willingness  to  surrender  all  his 
assets  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors."  His  schedule  must 
contain  a  full  and  true  statement  of  all  his  creditors.  Why 
require  this  to  be  done,  unless  his  creditors  could  prove  their 
debts  against  his  estate  ?  The  ^'  sum  due  each  creditor,  also 
the  nature  of  each  debt  or  demand,"  must  be  stated.  Is  it 
probable  that  congress  would  have  required  the  petitioner  to 
set  forth  the  name  of  each  creditor,  the  amount  and  consid- 
eration of  each  debt,  unless  the  holder  and  owner  of  the  debt 
could  prove  the  same  and  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  estate  f 
^'also  to  annex  an  inventory  of  all  his  assets,  both  real  and 
personal?"  The  estate  of  a  petitioner  may  consist  of  every 
imaginable  piece  of  property,  held  jointly  with  others,  and 
his  interest  therein  must  be  taken  by  the  assignee. 

All  debts  due  by  the  petitioner  may  be  proved,  and  he 
will  be  discharged  from  them,  be  they  individual  or  co-part- 
nership debts. 

By  section  13,  bankrupt  act,  a  creditor  who  has  proved 
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his  claim  may  request  the  judge  to  require  the  assignee  to 
give  bondy  &c. 

Section  14,  bankrupt  act,  vests  in  the  assignee  all  the 
bankrupt's  property,  including  co-partaership  effects.  By 
section  14  of  bankrupt  act,  the  petitioner  is  compelled  to 
make  a  transfer  to  the  assignee  of  his  assets^  and  any  interest 
in  any  co-partnership  is  an  asset. 

If  an  attachment  should  have  been  issued  against  the  pro- 
perty ef  the  petitioner,  and  a  levy  made  upon  the  property 
of  the  petitioner,  and  that  property  have  been  an  interest  in 
a  co-partnership,  such  attachment,  if  made  within  six 
months,  would  be  set  aside  and  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy 
would  take  the  effects,  be  they  co-partnership  or  otherwise. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  and  upon  a  careful  review  of 
the  law  applicable  to  this  case,  I  hold  that  the  debt  was 
provable,  and  allowed  the  claim  to  be  proved  as  a  debt 
against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  Brown,  Hall  &  Vander- 
poel,  attorneys  for  the  petitioner,  objected,  and  asked  that 
the  same  should  be  certified  to  his  honor  the  district  judge^ 

John  Fitch,  Begkter. 

Blatchfoiud,  J.  The  debt  in  question  is  provable,  whether 
there  are  any  assets  of  the  co-partnership  or  not.  If  there 
are  any  such  assets,  they  must  be  administered  according  to 
the  provisions  of  section  36  of  the  act,  and  so  must  the 
assets  of  the  separate  estate  of  the  bankrupt. 

The  clerk  will  certify  this  dedsion  to  the  register,  John 
Fitch,  Esquire. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Application  of  The  Commissionebs  of 
THE  Central  Park,  for  and  in  .behalf  of  The  Mayor, 
Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  City  op  New  York, 
relative  to.  laying  a  rond  or  public  drive  between  the 
northerly  line  ot  Fifty-ninth  street  and  the  southerly  line 
of  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street,  in  said  city. 


The  act  of  1865,  aofartmit  aathorizes  the  cammiMfwnen  of.  the  Central  Parkf  inBtead. 
of  the  common  coancil  of  the  city  of  New  York,  to  make  an  application  to  this 
court  for  the  opening  of  a  road  orpullic  drive  above  Fifty-ninth  street,  is  not  wiconr 
ttUutuntal,  whatever  may  be  ooneidered  as  to  the  validity  of  some  other  portions 
of  that  act. 

The  aathority  conferred  on  the  commissioners  to  make  snch  application  is  not  that 
of  any  loeal  officer ,  nor  does  it  anthorize  them  to  discharge  the  duties  of  any  office^  J 

bat  provides  for  the  dischai^  of  a  mere  ministerial  act.  ' 

The  common  oonnoil  of  the  city  of  New  York  never  had  anthority,  since  1807,  to  lay 
cat  any  streets  or  pnblio  places  in  that  part  of  the  city  which  was  embraced  in  the 
map  of  the  commisdoners  filed  nnder  the  act  of  1807.    Their  power  was  below  ! 

the  limits  embraced  in  that  map.  j 

The  act  of  1813  expressly  limited  their  powers  to  that  part  of  the  city  not  laid  out  by  I 

virtae  of  the  act  of  1807.    They  had  no  aathority  to  lay  oat  or  open  any  streets  or 
pablie  plaoes  bat  snch  as  were  provided  for  on  the  said  map. 

The  authority  conferred  by  the  legislatoie  npon  the  commissioners  of  the  Central 
Fftrk,  to  make  application  to  lay]  oat  a  road  or  public  drive  between  the  northerly 
line  of  Fifty-ninth  street  and  Uie  southerly  line  of  One  Hundred  and  Fiity-flfth 
street,  did  not  in  any  way  interfere  with  tiie  aathority  previously  bestowed  upon 
the  common  oouncil. 

The  legislatoie  might  have  laid  out  this  drive  mentioned  in  the  act,  and  having  the 
power,  they  might  authorise  others  to  do  it 

A  mere  error  of  judgment  of  the  commissioners  in  the  valuation  of  property  taken 
for  such  purpose  is  not  the  subject  of  review  on  a  motion  to  confirm  their  report, 
unless  the  sum  allowed  was  grosiily  inadequate  and  unequal  as  compared  with 
other  valuations,  or  unless  some  wrong  principle  was  adopted  aa  to  the  amount 
allowed. 

This  act  of  1865  does  not  authorise  the  taking  of  any  land  by  the  oommlsaioners  not 
reqaired  for  the  drive  or  road,  which  the  act  provides  shall  be  of  an  unform  width, 
and  is  described  in  the  notice  required  to  be  given  by  the  commissioners  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Said  road  or  public  drive  is  of  a  general  width  of  one  hundred  and  fifty- 
fset,  as  snown  on  a  certain  map,"  Ste, 

Meidf  therefore,  that  the  commissioners  had  no  jurisdiction  to  take  gores  of  land  out- 
side of  said  road  or  drive,  and  so  far  as  such  gores  are  included  in  thet»  proceed- 
ings, they  are  erroneously  taken. 
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First  Judicial  District,  JunCy  1868. 

Hon.  George  G.  Barnard,  P.  J.;  Hon.  Josiah  Sdther- 
LAAD,  Hon.  Daniel  P.  Ingraham,  Justices. 

Motion  to  coniSnn  the  report  of  the  commissioners 
appointed  to  acqnire  land  for  the  widening  and  laying  out 
of  the  Bloomingdale  road,  or  Broadway,  between  Fifty-ninth 
and  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  streets,  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  the  road  to  be  of  a  general  width  of  one  huudred  and 
fifty  ftet 

Richard  O'Gorman,  corporcUion  counsel^  and 
William  Fullerton,  for  the  motion. 

Abraham  R.  Lawrence,  Jr.,  for  the  objector  Rudolph  A. 
WitthauSy  presented  the  following  points,  in  opposition  to 
the  confirmation : 

Fint  The  act  of  April  24, 1865,  entitled  '*An  act,to  provide  for  the  laying  ont  and 
improving  of  certain  portions  of  the  city  and  ooonty  of  New  York,"  under  which  the 
proceedings  herein  were  initiated,  and  the  oommissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment 
herein  were  appointed,  is  in  conflict  with  the  second  section  of  the  tenth  article  of 
the  constitution  of  this  state,  because  it  takes  away  from  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  the  officers  of  said  corporation,  the  power 
of  determining  the  location,  width  and  extent  of  a  public  road  or  drive  in  said  cltj, 
and  of  the  other  streets,  roads,  squares  and  places  in  said  act  mentioned,  and  of  lay- 
ing out  the  same,  and  of  acquiring  title  thereto,  and  transfers  the  same  to  the  com- 
missioners of  the  Central  Park,  which  said  commissioners  are  officers  who  are  not 
elected  by  the  electors  of  the  said  city  or  county,  nor  appointed  by  the  authorities 
thereof.  ( Law*  of  1865,  p,  1136.  See,  as  to  the  appointment  of  the  Central  Park  Com- 
mitsumert,  Lave  o/ 1857,  vol  2,  p.  315 ;  Law  of  1859,  p.  857 ;  Lcno*  of  1861,  p,  164 ; 
Law  of  1866,  voL  1,  p.  822,  §  8.) 

(a.)  The  second  section  of  the  tenth  article  of  the  oonstitntion  reads  as  follows ; 

"  $  2.  All  county  officers  whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  provided  for  by  this 
constitution  shall  be  elected  by  the  electors  of  the  respective  counties,  or  appointed 
by  the  boards  of  supervisors  or  other  county  authorities,  as  the  legislatoro  shall 
direct 

"  All  city,  town  and  village  officers,  whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  provided 
for  by  this  constitution,  thoUl  be  elected  by  the  electon  of  such  cilie§j  townt  and  vUlageg^ 
or  of  some  division  thereof,  or  appoinUd  by  tuch  authoritiet  thereof  at  ike  legitkUMn 
thcUl  deeiffnate  for  that  purpoee. 

**A11  other  officers  whose  election  or  appointment  is  not  provided  for  by  this  con- 
stitution, and  all  officers  whose  offices  may  hereafter  be  created  by  law,  skall  6c 
glected  by  the  people  or  appointed  at  the  legitlature  may  direct" 

(6.)  It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Ihe  People  ex  reL  Wood  agt  Draper  (15  N.  T.  S. 
53?}.  that  the  above  section,  so  far  as  it  limits  the  power  of  appointment,  or  the  eleo- 
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tion  of  oity  or  coanty  officers  to  the  aathorities  of  the  city  or  county,  or  to  the  elec- 
tors thereof,  only  applied  to  city  and  county  officers  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846. 

Bat  it  was  also  held  in  that  case  that  it  was  not  enough  to  take  a  case  out  of  the 
provisions  of  the  above  section  that  the  names  of  offieert  existing  when  the  constitution 
vas  adoptedf  vert  afterwards  changed  hy  an  act  of  ike  legislaiure^  of  their  functions 
colonibly  modified.  That  the  constitution  regarded  substance  not*form.  {Per  Dbnio, 
C  J.  539 ;  See  also  People  agt  Baymond,  Ms.) 

(c.)  This  objector  insists  that  the  powers  and  duties  which,  by  the  'act  of  1865,  be- 
fore referred  to,  are  sought  to  be  vested  in  the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park 
were,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846,  confided  to  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  to  the  officers  of  s^d  cor- 
poration. 

The  177th  section  of  the  act  of  April  9,  1813,  entitled  "  an  act  to  reduce  several 
laws  relating  particularly  to  the  city  of  New  York  into  one  act,"  after  providing 
that  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  may  take  proceedings  to  have  the  streets, 
roads,  &c.,  opened,  which  were  laid  out  by  the  commissioners  of  streets  and  roads,  ap- 
jMfinied  under  the  act  o/^1807,  goes  on  to  provide  as  follows : 

"  And  whenever  and  as  often  as  it  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty,  in  common  council  convened,  be  necessary  or  desirable  for 
the  public  convenience  or  health,  to  lay  cutfform  and  open  any  street  or  ttreets  or  pub- 
lic place  or  places  in  any  part  of  the  said  city  not  laid  out  into  streets,  squares  and  pub- 
lie  places  hy  the  commissioners  of  streets  and  roads  in  the  city  of  New  York,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  act  aforesaid,  or  to  extend,  enlarge,  straighten,  alter,  or  otherwise 
improve  any  street  or  streets,  or  part  of  a  street,  or  public  place  or  places  already 
laid  out  or  hereafter  to  be  laid  out  and  formed  or  opened  in  any  part  of  the  said  city 
not  laid  out  into  streets,  avenues,  squares  and  public  places  by  the  commissioners 
aforesaid,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  mayoTy  aldermen  and  commoncUiy  of  the  city 
of  New  Tori  to  order  and  direct  the  same  to  be  done,  and  to  cause  the  same  to  be  done 
accordingly  in  such  manner  cu  they  shall  think  most  advisdbU,^^  {See  Ad  of  1813,  $  177 ; 
Daviei  Laws,  528 ;  See  also  Daviei  Laws,  534.) 

This  objector  contends  that  the  transfer  of  these  powers  to  the  commissioners  of 
the  Central  Pai'k,  under  the  construction  given  by  the  court  of  appeals,  in  the  case 
of  the  People  agt  Draper  {supra),  and  in  other  cases  which  have  followed  that  ca.>e, 
to  the  section  of  the  constitution  above  referred  to,  is  not  within  the  powers  of  the 
legislature. 

He  does  not  deny  that  it  would  be  competent  for  the  legislature  to  transfer  the 
powers  in  question  to  other  officers  than  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  but  insists  that  the  officers  to  whom  such  transfer  is  made,  must 
be  either  elected  by  the  electors  of  the  city  or  appointed  by  the  local  authorities. 

The  powers  sought  to  be  given  to  the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park  were, 
prior  to  1846,  exercised  solely  by  local  officers,  and  the  case  falls  precisely  within 
the  provi^ons  of  the  constitution  relative  to  local  officers.  {People  agt.  Draper,  15 
N,  Y.  B.  532;  People  ngt.  Baymond,  Court  of  Appeals,  March  Term.) 

Second.  Even  assuming  that  the  legislature  had  the  constitutional  power  to  con- 
fer upon,the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park  the  authority  given  to  said  commis- 
sioners by  the  act  of  1865,  the  objector  contends  that  the  said  commissioners  had  no 
light,  t»  this  proceeding,  to  take  the  property  belonging  to  him,  which,  is  shown  upon 
the  diagram  annexed  to  the  objections  filed  by  him. 

(a.)  It  will  be  perceived,  by  reference  to  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  1865,  that 
the  powers  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park,  as  to  laying  out  ** public 
iqwires  and  places,'"  are  limited  to  that  part  of  the  city  of  New  York  which  is  north- 
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ward  of  the  toatberly  line  of  One  Handred  and  Fifty-fifth  street    Below  One  Hon 
dred  and  Fifty^fifth  etreet,  they  have  power,  ander  th^  aet,  to  lay  oat  a  road  or 
drive,  not  a  public  square  or  place.    Now,  the  triangular  piece  of  property  belonginic 
to  the  objector  in  no  jutt  sense  oan  be  said  to  be  a  part  of  the  road  or  drive  laid  out 
by  the  commissioners. 

It  will  be  a  pnblio  place,  but  not  a  road  or  drive. 

Although,  then,  the  commissioners  may  have  since  acquired  the  right  to  aoqnire 
lands  for  public  places,  this  proceeding  being  based  on  the  act  of  1865,  and  taken 
/or  the  epenmg  of  ike  road  maUionod  t»  that  aet,  the  powers  of  the  oommissioners 
must  be  determi.ied  by  that  ad 

If  it  should  be  said  that  under  the  act  of  1865,  the  oommisnoners  have  a  disere- 
tionary  power  to  determine  the  looation,  width,  courses,  windings  and  grades  of  such 
road,  &c.,  the  answer  is,  that  it  must  clearly  appear  that  there  has  been  something 
like  a  reasonable  exercise  of  that  power ;  and  that,  under  the  pretence  of  laying  out 
a  road  or  drive,  the  laying  out  of  squares  and  public  places  cannot  be  aooompUshed. 
The  two  powers  are  distinct  and  separate.  {Lawi  of  1865, 1196 ;  Sharp  agt  SpUr, 
4  ma,  76;  Sharp  agt.  Johmmm,  4  BUI,  93.) 

Third,  Under  the  provisions  of  the  first  seetion  of  the  act  entitled  '*  an  act  to  pre- 
vent fraud  in  the  opening  and  laying  out  of  streets  and  avenues  in  the  city  of  New 
York,"  passed  April  24, 166^,  the  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  are  re- 
quired to  oomplete  their  proceednigs  within  four  months  from  the  time  of  their  ap- 
pointment,  unless  farther  time  is  allowed  lor  that  purpose  by  the  supreme  court. 
{Law  0/1863,  967;  Lanoi  o/1865, 1138.) 

Ibarth,  The  award  made  by  the  oommisskmers  of  estimate  and  assessment  for  the 
property  of  this  objector  is  grossly  inadeqnato,  and  fu  below  the  actual  value  of  the 
same. 

{a,)  The  affldavits  presented  on  the  part  of  the  objector  make  it  qoite  apparent 
that  the  sum  of  124,000,  the  amount  finally  allowed  by  the  commissioners  for  the 
property  in  question,  does  not  approximate  to  the  value  of  such  property. 

Tliese  aflldavits  are  seven  in  number,  and  are  made  by  men  who  have  had  the 
amplest  experience  in  sales  of  real  estate  in  and  about  the  vicinity  of  the  property 
in  question,  and,  in  &ct,  all  over  New  York. 

1st.  Mr.  lioomis,  who  is,  and  who  for  the  last  fifteen  years  past  has  been,  an  agent 
and  broker  engaged  in  the  business  of  negotiating  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real 
estate,  both  in  the  vicinity  of  this  property  and  elsewhere  in  the  dty,  planes  the 
value  of  the  same  at  $60,000,  or  $36,000  more  than  has  been  allowed  by  the  oom- 
missioners. 

3d.  Mr.  Kendall,  who  has  been  engaged  for  twenty  years  post  in  the  bosiness  of 
negotiating  the  sale  and  purchase  of  real  estate  in  every  part  and  seetion  of  the  dty, 
and  who  is  well  acquainted  with  the  property  of  the  objector,  values  it  at  $50,000. 

3d.  Mr.  John  McClave,  a  very  well  known  real  estate  man,  values  the  property 
at  $50,000. 

4th.  Mr.  James  M.  Miller,  for  fhirty-eiz  years  past  an  auetSoneer  of  real  estate  in 
this  city,  a  man  of  the  greatest  possible  ezperienee  in  such  matters,  who  is  well  ao» 
quainted  with  the  property,  values  it  at  $50,000. 

5th.  Mr.  William  H.  Baynor,  who  has  been  a  real  estate  broker  in  fhis  talj  for 
twenty-five  yean,  values  the  property  at  $45,000. 

6th.  Mr.  Daniel  F.  Tiemann,  a  residentof  the  city  for  upwards  of  sixty  ysors,  and 
who  is  very  familiar  with  the  value  of  real  estate  in  the  a^>er  part  of  the  Island  of 
New  York,  values  the  property  at  $45,000. 

7th.  Mr.  William  B.  Stewart,  a  resident  of  the  city  for  apwoids  of  thirty  yean^ 
values  the  property  at  $45,0001 
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8th.  There  ia  also  the  objector's  own  affldarit  attached  to  the  objections,  that  the 
property  is  worth  at  least  $60,000 ;  bat.  as  be  is  interested,  nnder  the  rule  appUcable 
in  these  cases,  his  ai&davit  cannot  probably  be  taken  into  consideration  as  regards 
TiUae. 

Fifth.  The  commissioners  have,  however,  awarded  to  the  objector  $2l,000  leu 
ikan  the  lowett  valwUUm  tpeo^ied in  any  o/theabofM affidatfitt. 

The  objector  sabmits  that  with  such  affidavits  before  the  conrf,  he  brings  his  case 
within  the  mle  allowing  the  conrt  to  send  back  a  report  when  ii  is  strongly  against 
the  weight  of  evidence. 

It  is  not  of  coarse  known  to  the  objector,  nor  can  it  be  nntil  this  case  is  aetaally 
argued,  whether  any,  and  if  so,  what,  or  bow  many  affidavits  will  be  presented  by 
the  commissioners  to  sustain  their  report ;  hot  he  confidently  sabmits  that  whether 
each  affidavits  are  tew  or  nomerons,  the  experience,  character  and  reputation  of  the 
men  who  have  made  affidavits  in  support  of  his  objections,  justifies  him  in  asking 
the  oobrt  to  weigh  well  those  affidavits,  and  not  to  sustain  the  commissioners  in 
awarding  him  a  sum  which  is  but  little  more  than  one-half  of  the  lowest  amount 
specified  in  those  affidavits  as  the  value  of  his  land. 

Sfixth.  But  the  commissioners  have  erred  in  the  principle  upon  which  they  have 
acted  in  arriving  at  the  value  of  the  objector's  liand ;  and  on  that  ground  he  asks  that 
the  report  may  be  sent  back  to  them. 

Their  error  consists  in  this :  They  have  not  taken  into  account  the  U^l  that  the 
land  of  the  objectof  is  all  front,  and  have  allowed  to  him  no  more  per  square  foot 
than  they  have  awarded  for  other  lands  having  only  one  or  two  fronts. 

For  the  piece  of  land  on  the  north-westerly  comer  ot  Broadway  and  Seventy- 
second  street,  containing  only  2,100  square  feet,  and  with  only  a  front  on  Seventy- 
second  street  and  Broadway^  they  have  allowed  $14,049,  or  at  the  rate  of  $6.70  per 
square  foot,  while  for  the  property  of  the  objector  they  have  allowed  but  $24,000, 
or  less  than  $6  per  square  foot. 

For  the  piece  of  land  on  the  south-westerly  comer  of  Seventy-second  street  and 
Broadway,  containing  1,840  square  feet,  the  commissioners  have  allowed  $12,649,  or 
at  ^e  rate  of  $6.90  per  square  foot 

For  the  piece  of  land  on  the  north-east  comer  of  Seventy-first  street  and  Tenth 
avenue,  containing  1,930  square  feet,  the  commissioners  have  allowed  $14,087,  or  at 
the  rate  of  $7.30  per  square  foot. 

For  the  piece  of  land  on  the  south-east  comer  of  Sixtieth  street  and  Broadway, 
containing  1,600  square  feet,  the  commissioners  have  allowed  $20,000,  or  at  the  rate 
of  $13.50  per  square  foot. 

For  the  piece  of  land  on  the  south-west  c^mer  of  Sixtieth  street  and  Broadway, 
containing  2,3000  square  feet,  $33,000,  or  at  the  rate  of  $14.35  per  square  foot. 

To  the  objector,  whose  piece  of  land  contains  4,150  square  feet  and  fronts  on 
Broadway,  the  Tenth  avenue,  and  Seventy-third  street,  and  runs  to  a  point  facing 
Seventy-second  street,  with  three  full  fronts  (and  it  may  be  said,  including  the  point 
near  Seventy-second  street,  with  four  fronts),  the  commissioners  have  actually 
awarded  less  per  foot  than  to  the  owners  of  the  property  above  specified. 

There  certainly  can  be  no  principle  upon  which  this  discrimination  is  made  against 
the  objector. 

For  any  error  in  the  principle  of  valuations  it  is  well  settled  that  the  report  of  the 
commissioners  will  be  recommitted  to  them.  {Matter  of  Ihtrman  Streetj  17  Wend,  650. ) 
Snenth,  The  commissioners,  in  making  their  award  to  the  objector,  have  evi- 
dently overlooked  the  fact  that  the  entire  property  of  the  objector  is  taken  for  the 
proposed  improvement,  and  that  no  residue  is  left  to  him  to  be  benefitted  by  the  im- 
provement 
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The  owners  of  the  paroele  above  referred  to,  who  have  received  greater  propor- 
tionate awards  than  the  objector,  have  a  retfidnam  remaining  which  ia  much 
enhanced  in  value.  Yet  no  allowance  has  been  made  for  this  fact  by  the  commis- 
sioners. 

JSSghth.  Again,  the  taking  away  of  the  objector's  property  has  proportionateljf 
increased  the  value  of  the  adjacent  lots  on  the  Tenth  avenue,  and  it  is  submitted  that 
a  portion  of  tliut  increase  should  be  credited  to  the  objector  in  making  his  award. 

Nwih.  The  objector,  in  conclusion,  does  not  deny  the  well  settled  principle  that 
the  determination  of  the  commissioners  is  entitled  to  great  weight  upon  a  mere  ques- 
tion of  value ;  but  he  confidently  insists  that,  where  the  diiference  between  the  valu- 
ation of  the  oommiBsioners  and  of  the  witnesses  for  the  owner  is  so  great,  he  is  enti- 
tled to  the  benefit  of  every  doubt  which  the  court  may  have  as  to  the  justice  of  the 
award.  He  does  insist  that  it  is  clear  that  in  this  case  there  has  been  an  error  in 
principle  committed  by  the  comuiissioners  in  making  the  award  to  him ;  and  he  there- 
fore asks  that  the  report  made  be  remitted  to  the  commissioners,  for  the  purpose  of 
revision  and  correction. 

Ira  Shafee,  for  objectors  Campion^  Clarh  and  Grove^ 
relied  upoa  the  constitutional  points  presented  by  the  coun- 
sel for  Witthaus^  and  objected  to  the  awards,  made  by  the 
commissioners  as  inadequate. 

Mr.  O'GoRMAN,  in  reply  to  the  contestants: 

I.  As  to  the  objections  of  Rudolph  A.  Witthaus : 

(a.)  It  is  objected  that  the  act  of  April  24,  J86o  {ch,  565  Lavt  1865),  under  which 
these  proceedings  have  been  brought,  violates  section  2,  article  10,  of  the  constitution 
of  this  state. 

This  question  was  raised  and  determined  in  !Z%s  Matter  yf  the  Oenlral  Parlt 
reported  16  Abb.  Pr.  JB.  56. 

In  that  case  and  the  case  at  bar  the  objection  was  the  same,  urged  by  the  same 
counsel,  and  overruled  by  Judge  Imoraham,  who  now  occupies  a  seat  at  the  general 
term.     {See  poiiiU  of  oouneel  and  opinion,  of  court,  16  Ahb^  56.) 

II.  The  duties  devolving  on  the  commis^oners  of  the  Central  Park,  nnder  chapter 
565,  laws  1865,  never  did  devolve  on  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  under  the  laws  of  9th  April,  1813,  and  were  not  imposed  on  them 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846. 

The  177th  section  of  that  act,  cited  by  counsel  for  Witthaus,  empowers  th«  mayor, 
&C.,  to  open  streets  which  had  been  laid  oiU  by  the  commissioners  appointed  under 
the  act  of  1807,  and  also  to  lay  ou<  and  open  any  street  or  public  place  in  any  part 
of  the  city  not  laid  out  in  streets,  ^.,  under  said  act' of  1807. 

But  there  is  no  part  of  the  city  above  Fourth  street  which  was  not  laid  out  in 
streets,  etc.,  by  said  commissioners  under  said  act;  and,  therefore,  as  to  all  that 
region,  including  the  locality  affected  by  the  proceedings  which  are  now  before  the 
court,  the  mayor,  etc.,  had  acquired  no  powers  and  assu3ied  no  duties  by  virtue  of 
the  act  of.  1813,  save  that  of  applying  to  the  supreme  court  for  the  appointment  of 
commissioners  to  open  streets  already  laid  out.  But  as  to  laying  o»f  a  new  street  or 
public  place  in  the  said  district,  they  had  no  power  whatever. 

Whenever,  therefore,  it  has  seemed  expedient  to  lay  out  or  oj>en  a  new  ttreet  in  thai 
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part  of  the  citj,  it  has  become  necessarj  to  apply  to  the  legislatare  for  power  to 

do  HO. 

This  ooorse  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  Madison  avenae,  which,  not  having  been 
laid  oat  by  the  commissioners  under  the  act  of  1807,  was  laid  out  and  opened  by  vir- 
tue of  act  of  the  legblatnre.    {Chapter  466  Lawt  of  1860.) 

The  same  course  was  adopted  as  to  the  extension  of  Fifty  fourth,  Pifly-fifth  and 
Fifty-sizih  streets.    {Chapter  73  Laws  of  1857.) 

1.  Also  in  the  proceedings  under  the  act  of  1853,  to  take  the  park  itself.  {Laws  of 
1853,  p.  1167.) 

2.  In  the  proceedings  confirmed  by  the  court  in  taking  thfe  land  from  One  Hundred 
and  Sixth  lo  One  Hundred  and  Tenth  street  for  the  extension  uf  the  park. 

3.  In  the  widening  of  Seventh  avenue,  under  the  act  of  L864.    {Laws  of  1864,  p. 

4.  In  the  widening  of  Sixth  avenue,  under  the  act  of  1865.    {Laws  of  1865,  p.  113.) 

5.  In  the  acquisition  of  landi}  by  the  Croton  aqueduct  board.  {Laws  of  1849,  p. 
540,  $  14.) 

6.  In  the  acquisition  of  lands  by  the  Croton  aqueduct  board,  in  behalf  of  the 
mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty,  for  a  new  reservoir.    {Laws  of  1853,  p.  961.) 

7.  In  the  acquisition  of  lands  by  the  Croton  aqueduct  board  in  Westchester  county, 
eie.    {Laws  of  1865,  p.  446.) 

8.  In  the  acquisition  of  lands  by  the  Croton  aqueduct  board  for  a  reservoir  at 
High  Bridge. 

In  at  least  six  of  the  above  cases,  proceedings  instituted  under  exactly  the  same 
circumstanees,  and  under  laws  precisely  similar  to  the  one  under  which  the  present 
proceedings  are  instituted,  have  been  confirmed  by  this  court,  and  at  least  three  of 
these  have  been  confirmed  at  general  term. 

The  same  course  has  been  adopted  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  Boulevard,  &c.,  autho- 
rity for  laying  out  which  is  derived  from  a  special  act  of  the  legislature,  under  which 
these  proceedings  have  been  instituted,  and  without  which  the  mayor,  &c.  would 
have  been  utterly  powerless. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  counsel  for  Witthaus,  therefore,  sustaining  the  proposition 
that- the  legislature  cannot  devolve  on  officers  not  elected  by  the  people,  or  appointed 
by  the  local  authorities,  &c.  power  to  discharge  duties  theretofore  discharged  by  the 
mayor,  «fec.,  are  not  in  point. 

The  powers  giv^  to  the  Central  Park  commissioners  by  the  act  of  1865  were  not 
prior  to  1846  exercised  by  local  officers. 

In  further  development  of  this  view,  the  following  more  detailed  statement  of  the 
proceedings  heretofore  had  in  these  matters  is  submitted  to  the  court. 

The  power  of  laying  out  and  opening  streets  is  not  a  power  of  such  nature  that 
the  legislature  cannot  transfer  it ;  it  is  not  one  of  the  ordinary  functions  of  municipal 
government. 

The  legislatare  has  continuously,  for  more  than  a  century,  pioised  laws  directing 
the  manner  of  laying  out  streets  and  roads,  and  of  permitting  the  common  council  to 
do  it  Among  them  may  be  cited :  Acts  of  1741,  ck.  712 ;  1751,  Nov.  25 ;  1754,  May 
4  ;  1764,  Oct.  20 ;  1774,  March  9 ;  1787,  ch.  61 ;  1807,  ch,  115 ;  1814,  ch.  175 ;  1815,  ch. 
151 ;  1816,  ch.  28 :  182 1,  eh.  10 ;  1826,  ch.  166 ;  1827,  ch.  268  ;  1828,  ch.  149  ;  1828,  ch. 
264 ;  1829,  ch.  267 ;  1829,  ch.  269 ;  1830,  ch.  8 ;  1831,  ch.  59 ;  1831,  ch.  252 ;  1832,  ch, 
89 ;  1832.  ch.  101 ;  1833,  ch.  49 ;  1833,  ch.  98 ;  1833,  ch.  230 ;  1833,  ch.  309 ;  183^4,  cL 
174 ;  1834,  ch.  d09 ;  1835,  ch.  46 ;  1835,  ch.  268 ;  1836,  ch.  251 ;  1836,  ch.  280  ;  1836,  ch. 
279  \  1836,  ch.  282 ;  1836,  fA.  361 ;  1837,  ch.  177 ;  1837,  ch.  182 ;  1837,  ch.  274 ;  1838,  ch. 
148;  1838,  ch.  140 ;  1838,  ch.  223 ;  1843,  ch.  53 ;  1846,  ch.  268 ;  1845,  ch.  314 ;  1845,  eh, 
146;  1847,  ch,  439;  1817,  ch.  219;  1847,  ch.  203;  1847,  cfu  138;  1&47,  ch.  38;  I85U,  c;» 
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65;  1851, cA.  183;  1851,  cA.  443;  1853,  cA.  285;  1857,cA.63;  1857,di.388:  1857,  cA 
785;  1859,  cA.  363;  1860,  cA.  201;  1860,  cA.  366;  1860,  cA.  466;  1860, cA. 486 ;  1862, cA. 
176. 

TbeM  inclade  streets  in  the  part  of  the  city  not  laid  out  by  the  commisaioners  of' 
1807,  as  well  as  that  part  laid  out  by  them,  north  of  say  Fourth  street. 

Among  these  acts  are  those  laying  oat  Hadson  street  from  Greenwich  lane  to 
Ninth  avenue.  Fifth  avenue  from  Twenty-third  to  Thirty-first  street,  Twenty 
fourth,  Twenty-fifth,  Twenty-sixth,  Twenty-seventh,  Twenty-eighth,  Twenty-ninth 
and  Thirtieth  streets,  from  Fourth  avenue  to  Sixth  avenue ;  Stuy  vesant  street,  from 
Bowery  road  to  Second  avenue ;  Irving  place  and  Lexington  avenue ;  Madison 
avenue,  the  Bloomingdale  road  or  Broadway,  from  Twenty-first  street  to  Eighty 
sixth  street ;  Wooster  street,  or  University  place,  from  £ighth  street  to  Fourteenth 
street ;  Manhattan  and  Liawrence  streets.  Fourth  avenue  (widening),  Union  place^ 
Tompkins  square,  Madison  square,  Mount  Morris  square. 

It  is  true,  as  stated  by  the  objector,  that  section  one  hundred  and  seventy-seveu 
of  chapter  eighty-six  of  revised  laws  of  1813  gives*  power  to  the  mayor,  aldermen 
and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  whenever  and  as  often  as  it  shall,  in 
their  opinion,  **  be  necessary  or  desirable  for  the  public  convenience  or  health,  to  lay 
out,  form  and  open  any  street  or  streets,  or  public  place  or  places,  in  any  part  of  Uie 
said  city  not  laid  out  into  streets,  avenues,  squares  and  public  places  by  the 
commissioners  of  streets  and  roads,  in  the  city  oj  New  York,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  act  aforesaid."  {Act  of  April  3(2, 1807.)  *'  To  extend,  enlarge,  stniighten,  alter 
or  otherwise  improve  any  street  or  streets,  or  part  of  a  street,  or  public  place  or 
places,  already  laid  out  or  hereafter  to  be  laid  out,  and  formed  or  opened,  in  any 
part  of  the  city  not  laid  out  into  streets,  avenues,  squares  and  public  places  by  the 
commissioners  aforesaid."  But  the  previous  portion  of  the  same  section,  which  is 
not  quoted  by  the  objector,  clearly  shows  that  in  the  part  laid  out  by  such  commis* 
sioners,  the  mayor,  aldermen,  &c.,  had  no  such  power.  , 

The  common  council  fuu  never  <ufwmed  to  lay  out,  extend,  enlarge,  straighten  or 
•ilter  any  street,  avenue,  square  or  public  place,  above  or  north  of  tay  Fourth  tireei^ 
wince  the  postage  of  the  act  of  1807,  except  under  special  legislative  authority  first  obtained 
t/ier^or.    It  is  believed  that  no  exception  exists  to  this  rule. 

The  action  of  the  common  council  from  the  year  1807  to  the  present  time,  so  far  as 
laying  out  streets,  avenues,  &o.,  above,  say  Fourth  ftreet,  has  been  consistent  with 
the  8th  section  of  act  of  April  3d,  1807,  which  declares  "  Thai,  the  plans  and  surveys 
of  the  said  commissioners,  or  any  two  of  them,  in  respect  to  the  laying  out  of  stre^^ts 
nnd  roads  within  the  boundaries  aforesaid,"  "  shall  be^na^  atid  con/clusioe^  as  well  id 
respect  to  the  said  mayors  aldermen  and  commonalty  as  in  respect  to  the  owners  and 
occupants  of  lands,  tenemeuts  and  hereditaments,  within  the  boundaries  aforesaid, 
and  in  respect  to  all  other  persons  whomsoever." 

So  completely  has  the  common  council  not  only  regarded  itself,  but  also,  so  com- 
pletely has  it  been  without  power  or  authority  to  lay  out  streets,  avenues,  squares 
or  public  places,  within  the  boundaries  laid  out  under  the  act  of  1807,  that  in  the  case 
of  the  present  Tompkins  Market  and  Hall  street  adjoining  it,  and  extending  from 
Sixth  to  Seventh  street,  although  tfie  Corporation  owned  the  land  in  fee  simple,  they  did 
net  attempt  to  lay  out  the  street  until  the  act  authorizing  it  to  be  done  had  been 
obtained.    {See  chap.  267  Laws  of  1829. ) 

So  also  in  relation  to  Stay  vesant  square  and  Rutherford  and  Livingston  places, 

although  the  cession  of  the  land  for  the  whole  improvement  was  offered,  they 

declined  to  accept  it  until  an  act  was  passed  authorizing  the  laying  out  of  the  square 

and  the  streets.    {Su  chap.  361  Lam  of  1836.) 

The  road  or  public  drive  now  in  controversy  is  between  Fifty-ninth  street  and  One 
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Hundred  and  Fiftjr^fllth  street,  and  wholly  within  that  part  of  the  eity  whioh  wot 
moat  legolarly  and  thorong^y  laid  out  into  street!  and  ayennea  by  the  conunission- 
eia  appointed  by  and  acting  nnder  the  act  of  April  3d,  1807. 

The  legislature  has  in  frequent  cases  authorised  and  directed  certain  persons  to  lay 
out  streets,  roads,  avenues,  squures  and  public  places  in  the  city  of  New  Yorkj  and 
dedared  that  they  should  have  exolusiTe  power  to  do  so,  and  that  the  plans  and  sor- 
yeys  made  by  them  should  be  final  and  conclusive. 

The  act  of  April  3d,  1807,  which  was  passed  at  the  request  of  the  mayor,  aldermen 
and  commonalty,  appointed  Simeon  De  Witt  and  others  to  lay  out  all  the  city  north 
of  say  Fourth  street,  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and  provided  that  the  plans  so  made 
''should  be  final  and  conclusive  against  the  mayor,''  &c.  {See  Minmtei  of  (kmmoK 
Council^  Feb.  16<A,  1807.) 

Chapter  103  of  laws  of  1809  appointed  Simeon  De  Witt  and  othen  to  lay  out  Canal 
street,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  dedared  their  plan  should  be  final  and  con- 
dnsive. 

Chapter  201  of  laws  of  1860  appointed  James  C.  Willett  and  others  conmiissioners 
to  lay  out  that  part  of  the  city  north  of  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street,  and  to 
make  alterations  below  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street,  and  gave  them  exdusive 
power  to  do  so,  and  declared  that  their  plans  should  be  final  and  condusive. 

By  act  of  1865,  chapter  565 ;  act  of  1866,  chapter  367 ;  act  of  1867,  chapter  697 ;  the 
commisdoners  of  the  Central  Park  have  been  empowered  and  directed  to  lay  out 
streets,  avenues,  roads,  public  squares  and  places,  in  all  the  part  of  the  city  north  of 
Fifty-ninth  street  and  west  of  Eighth  avenue,  and  also  within  a  space  three  hundred 
and  fifty  feet  in  width  surrounding  the  Central  Park,  as  well  as  to  lay  out  the  ave- 
one  St  Nicholas,  and  extend  and  widen  Manhattan  street ;  and  all  these  acts  dedare 
that  the  maps,  plans  and  surveys  made  shall  be  final  and  condusive. 

The  legislature  has  often  authorized  boards  or  penons  to  acquire  title  to  lands 
required  for  public  purposes,  in  the  name  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  mayor,  aldermen 
and  commonalty  of  the  dty  of  New  York. 

The  following  are  some  of  the  cases  in  which  this  has  been  done : 

Chapter  103,  laws  of  1899,  appointed  Sime<Hi  De  Witt  and  others  to  take  the  lands 
required  to  make  Canal  street. 

Chapter  256  of  laws  of  1834  authorized  the  water  commissioners  for  the  city  of 
New  York  to  acquire  title  to  land  required  for  the  Croton  aqueduct ;  and  chapter 
308  of  1837  conferred  similar  powers  on  them  in  relation  to  alterations  in  the  route 
of  the  Croton  turnpike. 

The  Croton  aqueduct  board,  by  chapter  383  of  laws  of  1849,  chapter  501  of  laws  of 
1853,  diapter  449  of  laws  of  1870,  chapter  265  of  laws  of  1865,  were  authorized,  for 
and  in  behalf  and  in  the  name  of  the  major,  dec,  to  take  posseesion  of  and  use,  and 
acquire  title  to,  land,  real  estate  and  property  required  for  laying  mains,  construct- 
ing reservoirs,  gate  houses,  &c. 

The  board  of  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park,  by  chapter  101  of  laws  of  1859, 
ehapter  564  of  laws  of  1866,  chapter  565  of  laws  of  1865,  chapter  :^  of  laws  of  1866, 
chapter  757  of  laws  of  1866,  chapter  697  of  laws  of  1867,  are  authorized,  empowered 
and  directed,  for  and  in  the  behalf  and  in  the  name  of  the  mayor,  aldermen,  d&c,  to 
take  proeeedmgs  to  acquire  title  to  the  lauds  required  for  the  extension  of  the  Cen- 
tral Park,  the  lands  required  for  the  streets,  roads,  public  squares  and  places  laid 
out  by  them  under  several  laws ;  also  for  the  widening  and  opening  of  Sixth  avenue, 
HA  avenue  St.  Nicholas  and  Manhattan  street,  as  also  all  streets  and  avenues  laid  oui* 
under  act  of  April  3d,  1807,  north  of  Fiffy-nlnth  street 

More  than  twenty  miles  of  streets  have  been  laid  out  under  the  act  in  question,  and 
still  more  under  other  similar  acts.  Inextricable  confusion  will  be  created  in  relation 
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to  parchaflee  and  Bales  of  real  eatate,  made  by  indiyidnalB  on  the  lines  of  inch  streets 
daring  tbe  past  two  years,  if  the  proceedings  had  in  Ml  faith  of  the  validity  of  the 
laws  are  not  sustained. 

These  ?iiles  of  streets  are  not,  it  will  be  recollected,  laid  out  tlirongh  farm  lands, 
bat  through  city  lots,  whose  value  is  estimated  by  the  square  foot  rather  than  by  the 
acre.  Are  these  layiugs  out  to  such  an  immense  extent  to  be  disturbed,  and  the 
numberless  small  ownerships  fronting  on  them  to  be  depreciated  in  value,  and 
deprived  of  access,  in  order  that  one  ohjector  may  get  a  ewm  for  his  lands  greater  than 
that  awarded  him  by  intelliffent  disinterested  sworn  valuators  f 

III.  The  court  will  remember  that  the  streets  of  the  city  of  New  York  are  not  the 
property  of  the  corporation,  as  such,  but,  after  the  land  for  them  is  acquired,  they  are 
held  in  trust  for  the  whole  people  of  the  state.    {See  People  agt  Kerr.) 

The  legislature  has  from  time  immemorial  delegated  the  power  to  acquire  property 
by  eminent  domain  to  corporations^  e.  ^.,  railroad  corporations,  turnpike  companies; 
to  quoji  corporations^  e,  g.<,  boards  of  supervisors ;  to  officers  by  title  of  office,  e.  g.  the 
corporation  counsel,  by  act  of  1853,  and  the  Croton  board  and  the  Central  Park  by 
various  acts  before  ciied ;  and  to  individuals,  as  in  the  case  of  Canal  street 

This  power  is  exercised,  not  in  the  interest  of  the  corporation  alone,  but  of  the 
whole  people  of  the  state,  in  trust  for  whom  the  property,  when  acquired,  will  be 
held. 

The  motion  is  made  to  confirm  the  report  in  the  name  of  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty,  by  their  law  officer,  the  counsel  to  the  corporation,  who  is  especially 
directed  by  law  to  do  so,  and  no  objection  is  presented  by  the  mayor,  aldermen  and 
commonalty. 

IV.  There  is  no  distinction  between  (he  powers  of  the  Central  Park  commission- 
ers, as  to  streels  and  p^lic  placesy  under  the  act  of  1865  (cA.  565,  p,  1136).  Section  1 
in  terms  coven  "  streets,  roads  and  public  places ;"  and  the  court  having  determined, 
in  16  Abbott^  that  the  power  given  to  the  commissioners  to  open  the  Central  Parik 
was  constitutional,  the  decision  applies  with  equal  force  to  "roads  and  streets." 

V.  The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  that  all  the  city  north  of  Fourth  street,  within 
the  limits  affected  by  this  proceeding,  was  laid  out  in  streets  and  avenues  by  the 
commissioners  appointed  under  the  act  of  1807 ;  otherwise  affidavits  to  that  effect  can 
be  supplied. 

VI.  The  objection  that  the  wedge  of  land  owned  by  the  objector  Witthans  cannot 
be  necessary  for  '*  a  road  or  drive,"  but  if  taken  in  this  proceeding  would  form  a 
"  public  place,"  la  without  force. 

Under  section  1  of  the  act  of  1865,  the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park  are 
empowered  '*  to  determine  the  location,  width,  courses,  &c,  of  said  road,  and  may 
widen  Bloomlngdale  road,"  &c. 

They  have  exercised  that  power  in  this  case,  and  the  road  so  widened  includes  the 
lots  of  the  objector. 

It  is  to  be  presumed  that  in  so  doing  they  have  exercised  a  reasonable  discretion, 
the  opinion  of  the  objector  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
act  requiring  the  road  to  be  of  a  uniform  width ;  it  may  be  of  varying  width. 

VII.  As  to  the  objection  that  the  commissioners  should  have  completed  their 
report  in  four  months  from  the  time  of  their  appointment,  the  answer  is  simple. 

First.  This  proceeding  is  under  a  special  act  of  tho  legislature  of  1865,  providing  a 
new  and  independent  scheme  for  laying  out  streets,  and  ia  not  governed  by  the  pro- 
visions of  tbe  former  act  of  1862,  which  is  quoted  to  sustain  this  objection.  The  act 
of  1862  refers  only  to  the  altering  or  opening  of  streets  or  avenues  then  existing. 

Seamd.  Even  if  it  were  otherwise,  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  allow  f^ 
ther  time,  and  they  can  do  so  now,  if  they  think  proper. 
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VIIL  A  sag^stion  from  the  coart  deserves  attention.  The  notice  and  petition  in 
this  matter  refer  to  map  filed  in  the  park  commisnoners'  ofSce,  and  accessible  to  all, 
also  filed  in  the  register's  office  and  office  of  the  secretrtry  of  state. 

The  petition  refers  to  the  same  map,  and  a  copy  of  the  map  is  annexed. 

This  rbference  sufficiently  designates  the  space,  title  to  which  was  to  be  acqoired 
in  the  proceeding,  and  no  one  interested  could  be  misled  thereby. 

IX.  It  is  siibmitted  to  the  oonrt  that  the  time  for  making  objections  to  the  antho- 
rity  of  the  commissioners  of  assessment,  etc.,  in  this  matter,  has  gone  by. 

The  counsel  to  the  corporation,  on  behalf  of  the  mayor,  etc.  and  in  obedience  to 
the  law  of  1865,  made  application  to  the  supreme  court  for  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners. 

Ample  notice  to  all  parties  owning  property  to  be  affected  by  this  matter  was 
given,  by  publication  thereof  in  certain  newspapers,  according  to  law. 

No  objection  was  made  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Witthaus  to  that  application,  and  the 
commissioners  herein  were  thereupon  appointed. 

In  the  performance  of  their  duties  they  adjudicated  upon  the  claims  of  Mr.  Witt- 
haus. 

These  claims  were  presented  by  him  to  them,  without  any  objection  on  his  part  as 
to  their  authority  to  pass  upon  the  same. 

He  now,  by  his  counsel,  appears  before  the  general  term,  which  holds  in  these 
matters  the  position  of  an  appellate  court,  and  presents  to  it  a  plea  to  the  authority 
of  the  inferior  tribunal  before  which  he  has  voluntarily  and  without  any  objection 
discussed  his  claim. 

This  course  is  in  violation  of  all  principles  of  sound  logic.  **  Cotuauut  tollit  erro- 
rem."    {Broom's  LegcU  Maxim*.) 

X.  The  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  were  appointed  to  examine  and 
decide  such  questions,  to  hear  evidence,  view  the  land,  and  ascertain  all  the  &ctB 
and  opinions  which  could  throw  a  light  on  the  subject 

They  have  done  so  and  decided. 

Again,  on  receipt  of  the  written  objections  of  Witthaus,  they  further  discussed  the 
matter,  and  raised  his  award  as  fEur  as  they  deemed  it  expedient  to  do. 

This  court,  sitting  at  general  term,  cannot  possibly  reverse  their  decision  without 
a  thorough  examination  of  all  the  grounds  on  which  it  was  formed,  without, 
in  fact,  doing  all,  hearing  all,  seeing  all,  that  the  oommissionexs  have  done,  heard 
and  seen. 

The  affidavits  of  the  objector  and  his  firiends  do  not  agree  with  one  another. 

One  values  the  property  at  sixty  thousand  dollars ;  another  forty-five  thousand 
dollars. 

All  these  values  are  merely  speculative. 

The  affidavits  produced  by  the  commissioners  are  more  likely  to  be  disinterested 
and  reliable. 

But  the  whole  subject  is  out  of  the  reach  of  the  court 

No  error  of  law  has  been  committed  by  the  commissioners,  and  the  court  cannot 
review  their  decision  on  a  mere  question  of  £eu^ 

XI.  But  even  were  it  proper  for  the  court  to  reverse  the  action  of  the  oommis- 
sioners  in  making  the  awards  complained  of,  it  can  be  satisfactorily  shown  that  the 
objeetionB  to  the  awards  are  unreasonable  and  unjust 

.  As  to  the  objections  four,  five  and  six,  that  the  award  to  the  objector  Witthaus  is 
inadequate,  and  a  violation  of  the  principle  which  should  have  governed  the  com- 
missioners,  counsel  submits  the  following  remarks  and  statements  : 
The  true  way  to  regard  the  award  so  as  to  judge  whether  all  the  elements  of  value 


266  ^^^^  ^0^^  PBAOnCE  BEPOBTS. 

Ifatter  of  Gomniisrionen  of  Central  Park. 

of  the  land  taken  haTO  been  oonaidered,  is  to  compare  the  award  for  it  with  the 

award  for  land  similar  in  other  respects  in  the  same  neighborhood. 

The  award  for  objector's  land  No.  45,  contents,  4,350  sap.  feet ;  per  sap. 

foot,  $5.62 1 $34,000 

The  award  for  three  lots,  northwest  comer  of  Serenty-third  street  and 
Broadway,  diagonally  opposite  to  objector's  pieoe,  Nos.  63  and  64,  con- 
tents 5,636  sap.  feet ;  per  sap.  foot,  $3.80. 21,500 

At  this  rate  the  objector's  award  would  have  been,  4,280  sap.  feet»  at  $3.80 

per  sap.  foot.... 14,550 

At  the  rate  for  Mr.  Witthaos'  award,  that  Nos.  63  and  64  would  be  5,636 

sap.  feet,  at  $5.63 31,683 

Comparing  Mr.  Wittbaas'  award  with  the  award  for  parcel  on  the  soathwest  cor- 
ner of  Broadway  and  SeTenty-flrst  street,  opposite  to  this  land: 

Award  for  Nos.  61,  60, 59, 58,  contents,  5,890  sap.  feet ;  per  foot,  $3.87 $22,700 

At  this  rate,  obfector's  award  woald  hare  been  4,250  sap.  feet,  at  $2.87  per 

foot , 12,197 

At  the  rate  of  objector's  award,  that  for  Nos.  61,  60,  59, 58,  woald  have 

been,  5,890  sop.  feet,  at  $5.62  per  foot 33,110 

Comparing  Mr.  Witthaos'  award  with  the  award  for  the  whole  front  on  Broad- 
way, between  Seventy-secoad  and  Seventy-third  streets,  and  opposite  his  land,  to 
wit: 

Nos.  54,  55,  56.  57,  58. 50,  60 $58,385 

Contents,  15,780  sap.  feet,  or  $3.66  per  foot. 
At  this  rate  the  objector's  award  woald  have  been,  4,590  sap.  fi»et,  at  $3.66 

per  foot 16,545 

At  the  rate  of  objector's  award,  that  for  Nos.  54, 55.  56, 57, 58, 59,  60  and 

61, 15,780  sap.  feet,  at  $5.62  per  foot. 88,334 

And  this  last  parcel  ef  eight  lots  indades  the  northwest  corner  of  Seventy-eecond 
street,  a  handred  foot  street 

Comparing  Mr.  Witthaos'  award  with  the  award  of  an  oataide  lot,  one  wiUi  only 
oae  front  on  the  above  block,  and  opposite  to  his  lots,  to  wit: 

No.  59 $6,155 

Contents,  1,955  sap.  feet,  or  $3.15  per  foot 
At  this  rote  the  objector's  woald  have  been,  4,250  sap.  feet,  at  $3.15  per 

foot 13,387 

At  tiie  rate  of  objector's  award,  that  for  No.  59  would  have  been,  1,955 

spperficial  feet,  at  $5.62  per  foot 10,987 

These  comparisons  are  ample  to  show,  first,  that  Mr.  Witthaos  received  an  award 
mach  more  than  land  in  his  immediate  neighborhood ;  and  as  the  only  canse  urged 
for  the  greater  value  claimed  for  his  land  is  that  it  has  three  fronta,  it  is  conclusive 
that  the  commissionerB  did  take  into  account  that  element,  and  whatever  other  ele- 
ments of  value  existed. 

As  to  the  piece  of  Mr.  Groves,  being  the  block  between  Sixty-fifth  and 
Sixty-sixth  streets  and  Broadway  and  Ninth  avenue,  No.  24,  award.. . .    $90,000 
Area,  17,185  superficial  feet;  award  per  Ibot,  $5.20. 
Compared  with  award  on  lots  northeast  comer  of  Sixty-stxth  street  and 

Broadway,  Nos.  25,  26  and  27,  award 85,191 

Area,  superficial  feet,  83,300 ;  award  per  foot,  $4.10. 
At  this  rate,  Mr.  Groves  would  receive  for  his  plot  (17,195  superflctal  feet, 

at  $4.10  per  foot) ^      70,358 

At  the  rate  of  Groves',  Nos.  25, 26  and  37  would  receive,  for  8,430  superfi- 
cial feet,  at  $5.20  per  foot 43,836 
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And  this  with  an  average  of  nearly  ten  feet  of  rock  on  Mr.  Groves'  piece. 

As  to  objection  of  Mr.  Campion  for  about  fonr  lots  on  northeast  comer  of  Broad- 
way and  Sijctj-firat  street,  being  half  the  block  on  Broadway,  and  eighty-six  feet 
nine  inches  in  depth : 

He  recei  ves $51 ,500 

The  next  plot  on  the  same  block,  same  size,  southeast  comer  of  Broadway 

and  Sixty-second  street,  receives 43,836 

The  next  plot,  on  the  northeast  comer  of  Sixty-second  street,  same  sise  as 

Mr.  Campion's .,-       39,520 

The  mortgage  referred  to,  as  estimate  of  property,  covers  more  lots  than  those 
taken. 

XII.  For  the  above  reasons,  it  is  submitted  that  no  error  in  law  or  fact  has  been 
committed  in  these  proceedings,  and  that  the  report  of  the  commissioners  should  be 
in  all  respects  confirmed. 

Mr.  Lawrence  in  reply  to  the  points  of  the  commission- 
ers of  the  Central  Park : 

Firti.  It  having  been  asserted  by  one  of  the  connsel  moving  for  the  confirmatioii 
of  the  report  in  this  matter,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  eommonaity  of  the  city 
of  New  York,  and  their  officers,  never  had  the  power  which  is  sought  to  be  oonfer- 
red  upon  the  Central  Park  commissioners  by  the  act  of  April  24, 1865,  and  under 
which  this  proceeding  is  taken,  it  becomes  important  to  state  their  powers  more  fully 
than  was  done  upon  the  points  heretofore  presented  by  the  objector. 

A.  And  first  we  say,  that  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  were  vested  with 
such  powers  by  the  Montgomerie  charter. 

The  sixteenth  section  of  the  Montgomerie  charter,  provides  as  folows : 
'*  And  we  do  further,  for  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  give,  grant,  ratify  and  con- 
firm unto  the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  oi  the  city  of  New  York,  and' 
their  successors  forever,  that  the  common  council  of  the  said  city,  for  the  time  being, 
or  the  major  part  of  them  have,  and  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  hereafter 
forever,  shiill  have  full  power,-  license  and  authority,  not  only  to  estabiish,  appoint, 
order  and  direct  the  making  and  laying  oat  of  all  other  streets,  lanes,  ^eys,  high- 
way^waterconrses  and  bridges,  not  already  made  or  laid  out,  but  also  the  altering, 
amending  and  repairing  all  such  streets,  lanes,  alleys,  highways,  watercouraes  and 
bridges,  heretofore  made  or  laid  out,  or  hereafter  to  be  made  or  laid  out,  in  and 
throughout  the  said  city  of  New  York,  and  the  Island  of  Itfanhattan's,  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  said  common  council,  iSor  the  time  being,  or  the  m^jor  part  of  them,  shall 
think  or  judge  to  be  neoessary  and  convenient  for  all  inhabitants  and  travelers 
there." 

There  could  not  be  a  broader  or  more  comprehensive  grant  of  power,  in  reference 
to  streets  and  highways  in  any  and  every  part  of  the  Island  of  Manhattan,  than  is 
contained  in  the  foregoing  section. 

B.  In  the  next  place  we  say,  that  the  design  of  the  legislatuie  evidently  was,  by 
the  act  of  1813,  to  provide  a  general  scheme  for  the  laying  out  of  streets,  avenues, 
dcci  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  to  confer  upon  the  mayor,  d&c,  and  their  officers 
fall  power  and  authority  to  toike  all  proceedings  which  might  be  necessary  for  the 
acquisition  of  the  title  to  the  lands  required  for  such  purpose,  and  for  the  subsequent 
impro\ement,  regulation,  grading,  paving  and  repairing  of  the  same. 

As  onTy  a  portion  of  the  177th  section  of  that  act  is  set  forth  in  the  points  used  on 
the  ai-gument,  it  is  here  given  entire : 
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"  CLXXVII.  And  he  itfwrtker  enacted,  that  whenever  and  aa  often  as  the  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  shall  be  desiroas  to  open  any 
street,  avenne,  square  or  pablic  place,  or  any  particular  part  or  section  of  any  street 
or  avenue  laid  out  by  the  commissioners  of  streets  and  roads  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act  entitled  '  an  act  relative  to  improvements  touch- 
ing the  laying  out  of  streets  and  roads  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  for  other  pur* 
poses,*  passed  April  3,  1807 ;  and  also  whenever  and  as  often  as  so  many  proprietors 
of  lands  fronting  on  any  such  street,  avenue,  square  or  public  place,  or  any  particu- 
lar part  or  section  of  any  such  street,  avenue,  square  or  public  place,  as  shall  to- 
gether own  three-fourth  parts  of  all  the  lands  fronting  on  such  street,  avenue,  square 
or  public  place,  or  on  such  part  or  section  of  any  such  street,  avenue,  square  or  pub- 
lic place,  shall,  by  petition,  desire  the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  to  open 
any  such  street,  avenue,  square  or  public  place,  or  any  such  particular  part  or  0eo> 
tion  of  any  such  street,  avenue,  square  or  public  place,  and  the  said  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty  shall  deem  the  opening  thereof  to  be  necessary  or  useful ;  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  to  cause  the  same  (o 
be  opened,  and  the  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  that  may  be  required  for  the 
purpose  of  opening  the  same,  may  be  taken  for  that  purpose,  and  compensation  and 
recompense  made  to  the  parties  and  persons,  if  any  such  there  shall  be,  to  whom  Uie 
loss  and  damage  thereby  shall  be  deemed  to  exceed  the  benefit  and  advantage 
thereof,  for  the  excess  of  the  damage  over  and  above  the  value  of  the  said  benefit, 
in  the  manner  hereinafter  for  that  purpose  directed  and  pescribed ;  and  whenever 
and  as  often  also  as  it  shall,  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  mayor,  aldermen  and  com- 
monalty in  common  council  convened,  be  necessary  or  desirable  for  the  public  con- 
venience or  health,  to  lay  out,  form  and  open  any  street  or  sireetSt  or  public  place  or 
placet  in  any  part  of  the  eaid  dty^  not  laid  ov,t  into  ttreets,  aventectf,  eqruiret  and  pub- 
lic placet  hy  the  commiMtunurt  ofttreett  and  roadt  in  the  city  of  New  Torh^  under  ajid 
by  virtue  of  the  act  aforesaid,  or  to  extend,  enlarge,  straighten,  alter  or  otherwise 
improve  any  street  or  streets,  or  piart  of  a  street,  or  public  place  or  places  already 
laid  out,  or  hereafter  to  be  laid  out,  and  formed  or  opened  in  any  part  of  the  said 
city  not  laid  out  into  streets,  avenues,  squares  and  public  places  by  the  commis- 
sioners aforesaid ;  it  thall  be  lawful  for  the  taid  mayor^  aMermen  and  commonalty  of 
yew  York  to  order  and  direct  the  same  to  he  done,  and  to  cause  the  same  to  be  done  ao- 
cordingly  in  such  manner  at  they  thall  think  mott  advitabUj  notwithstanding  it  may 
become  necessary  for  that  purpose  to  remove  any  building  or  buildings,  or  H  take 
any  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  or  premises  whatsoever ;  and  if  the  said  mayor, 
aldermen  and  commonalty  shall  require  any  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments  or 
premises  of  any  person  or  persons,  or  body  politic  or  corporate  for  any  such  purpose, 
the  same  may  be  taken  and  appropriated  to  such  use,  and  compensation  and  recom- 
pense made  to  the  parties  and  persons  respectively,  if  any  such  there  shall  be,  to 
whom  the  loss  and  damage  thereby  shall  be  deemed  to  exceed  the  benefit  and  advan> 
tage  thereof,  for  the  excess  of  the  said  damage  above  the  said  benefit,  in  the  manner 
for  that  purpose  hereinafter  mentioned  and  provided."    {See  Act  of  1813,  $  177 ; 
I>avietf  Lawtf  527,  528,  529.) 

In  reference  to  this  section,  we  say  that,  taken  in  connection  with  the  ample 
powers  already  conferred  upon  and  vested  in  the  mayor,  &e.,  of  New  York,  by 
the  Montgomerie  charter,  the  whole  power  of  opening,  laying  out.  grading,  etc.,  of 
streets  in  the  Island  of  Manhattan,  was  conferred  upon  the  city  authorities. 

1st.  The  first  part  of  tbe  section  'confers  the  power  to  make  application  tor  the 
opening  of  any  street,  avenue,  &c.,  laid  out  by  the  commissioners  appointed  under 
the  act  of  1807. 

2d.  The  second  part  of  the  section  confers  the  power  to  lay  outtform  and  open  any 
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ttreet  or  ttnets,  or  public  place  or  plaees,  in  any  part  of  the  citj,  not  laid  out  by  the 
GommisBionent  of  streeta  and  roade,  &c.,  and  to  make  the  necessary  applications  for 
acquiring  the  lands  therefor. 

C.  In  the  next  place  we  say,  that  the  powers  above  referred  to  are  local  powers, 
and  have,  ever  nnce  the  organization  of  the  government  of  this  state,  been  recog- 
nized as  such. 

We  are  thns  brought  down  to  the  question,  whether  the  act  of  1865  is  in  conflict 
with  the  pection  of  the  constitution  set  forth  in  our  previous  points. 

In  examining  this  question,  we  cannot  do  better  than  to  quote  from  the  recent 
opinion,  delivered  by  Judge  Gaovsiu  of  the  court  of  appeals,  in  rendering  the  de- 
cision of  that  court,  in  the  ease  of  The  Peoph  agt.  Raymonds  deciding  that  the  act 
of  1867,  chapter  410,  authorizing  the  appointment  of  commissioners  of  taxes  and  as- 
sessments by  the  governor  and  senate,  was  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  sec 
tion  of  constitution  above  referred  to.    He  says : 

*'  To  determine  whether  the  act  in  question  is  constitutional,  so  &r  as  the  power 
of  appointment  is  thereby  vested  in  the  governor,  with  the  consent  of  the  senate,  U 
is  neceaary  to  determine  whetker  the  office  in  tubstance  existed  ett  the  time  of  the  adop- 
tion, ofthepreteni  constitiUum ;  and  if  found  not  so  existing,  then  the  further  ques- 
tion whether  city,  town  and  county  offices  subsequently  created,  may  be  filled  in 
any  mode  prescribed  by  the  legislature.  To  determine  the  first  question,  it  is.nece8* 
sary  to  ascertain  the  functions  and  duties  of  the  office  in  question.  Thus  upon  ex- 
amination of  the  act  in  question  (the  act  of  1859,  p.  678,  the  acts  of  1857  and  1850). 
and  the  previous  legislation,  these  will  be  found  to  consist  of  power  to  appoint  dep- 
uties, clerks,  etc ;  who,  together  with  the  officers  in  question,  by  performing  the 
various  duties  of  their  respective  offices,  are  to  make  an  assessment  of  all  the  prop- 
erty liable  to  taxation  in  the  city  for  mnnicipal  and  state  purposes.  To  correct  the 
rolls  of  such  assessments,  and  to  equalize  the  same,  and  to  preserve  such  rolls  in  an 
office  to  be  kept  by  them,  and  deliver  the  same  to  those  whose  duty  it  is  to  levy  the 
taxes  upon  such  rolls,  authorised  upon  the  property  of  the  city.  It  is  necessary  also, 
to  inquire  whether  the  like  fanetions  were  performed  by  any  officers  prior  to  the  existing 
conttUviion.  This,  all  know,  must  have  been  so,  as  taxation  upon  property  is  not 
wholly  of  modem  origin,  but  has  existed  at  intervals  for  state  purposes,  and  at  all 
times  for  municipal  purposes,  since  the  existence  of  the  state ;  and  there  must  neces- 
sarily have  been  at  all  times  some  mode  by  which  a  valuation  of  the  property,  lia- 
ble to  taxation,  was  made  by  public  authority,  as  a  basis  upon  which  taxes  were 
apportioned  among  its  owners.  An  examination  of  the  statutes  in  force  at  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  will  show  that  such  valuation  was  then  made  by  assessors, 
chosen  by  the  electors  of  the  respective  wards  of  the  city,  two  in  each  ward.  That 
these  ward  assessors  were  required  to  assess  all  the  taxable  property  in  their  respeo- 
tive  wards ;  and  when  this  was  completed,  they  were  all  required  to  meet  together 
as  a  board,  and  when  so  met,  to  'x>mpare,  equalize  and  correct  all  the  assessment 
rolls  of  the  city ;  and  when  oompleted,  the  assessors  were  to  deliver  the  same  to 
those  whose  duty  it  was  to  apportion  the  taxes  required  to  be  collected  upon  the 
basis  of  such  valuation,  Tkiu  it  appears  th(U  precisely  ike  same  essential  functions 
were  performed  in  making,  equalizing,  correcting  and  delivering  the  assessment 
rolls  by  the  ward  assessors  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  that  were 
contemplated  to  be  performed  by  the  commissioners  of  taxes  and  assessments  by  the 
act  in  question ;  that,  cUthovtgh  the  names  of  the  officers  and  their  mode  of  appointment 
have  been  ckanged,  the  remit  to  he  accomplished  by  the  one  is  identical  roith  that  of  the 
other.  But  it  is  argued  on  the  part  of  the  appeUarU  that  additional  powers  have  been 
conferred  and  additional  duties  imposed  upon  the  Gommissioners,  This  is  true.  They 
are  to  keep  an  office  during  the  entire  year,  in  which  the  rolls  are  to  be  kept  for 
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inspection ;  they  are  to  prooare  and  preserve  maps  of  the  lots  in  the  citj ;  to  Iteep  a 
record  of  the  building  permits ;  to  them  power  is  given  to  insert  in  the  rolls  of  prop 
erty  which  has  been  omitted,  and  to  do  some  other  acts,  none  of  which  were  reqmred 
of  the  assessors,  and  which  they  were  not  authorised  to  do.  But  <m  aoMinaium 
of  the§e  new  dutiet  and  powert  will  show  that  theif  are  all  mch  as  are  caletUaied  ttffacil- 
%tate  and  the  better  enable  them  to  jterform  the  tame  efMniial  dui^  petfrnned  by  the 
as»et»or»—that  is,  of  perfecting  a  talsMtion  of  the  property  as  a  basis  of  taxation.  Such 
additional  facilities  in  the  performance  of  (he  same  duties,  surely  cannot  make  them  new 
officers  in  the. senee  of  the  conttitution,  j(f  they  cam  thus  be  wuute  new,  the  section  of  the 
eonstittttiony  above  quoted,  may  readily  be  made  a  mere  nullity,  I  am  far  from  con- 
ceding that  it  wonld  be  competent  for  the  legislature  to  take  from  the  dty  sll  con- 
trol over  the  assessment  of  the  property  of  the  city  for  purposes  of  taztion,  and  vest 
thi^ power  in  the  central  authority,  by  conferring  powers  upon  oiBoers  or  boards, 
npon  which  they  conferred  it  over  other  subjects,  and  imposing  duties  upon  them 
entirely  foreign  to  those  of  making  the  assessment  The  pltiin  intention  of  the  sec- 
tion of  the  constitution  in  gniBstion  was  to  preserve  to  localities  the  control  of  the  official 
functions  of  which  they  were  then  possessed;'  and  this  oontrol  was  carefully  preserved, 
consistent  with  the  powder  of  the  legislature  to  make  needfhl  changes,  by  Kstricting 
the  power  of  appointment  of  other  officers  to  perform  the  same  functions  to  the  peo- 
ple, or  some  authority  of  the  locality.  Any  other  construction  would  render  the  section 
in  questioUf  when  apptied  to  the  cities  of  eA«  state,  substantially  nugatory.  It  is  not 
enough  that  the  name  of  the  officer  is  changed  or  the  powers  enlarged,  to  anthorize 
the  legislature  to  confer  npon  the  governor  the  appointment  of  officers  to  discharge 
the  duties  performed  by  city  officers  at  the  adoption  of  the  oonstitntion." 

By  the  first  section  cff  the  act  of  1865,  it  is  provided  that : 

"  The  commissioners  of  the  Central  Parkshall  have  and  possess  exclusive  power 
to  lay  out  streets,  roads,  public  squares  and  places,  within  that  part  of  the  city  of 
Kew  York  to  the  northward  of  the  sontherly  line  of  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth 
street,  of  such  width,  extent  and  direction  npon  such  grades  as  to  them  shall  seem 
most  condndve  to  public  good ;  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said  commissioners, 
as  soon  after  the  passage  of  this  act  as  may  be,  to  lay  out  a  road  or  public  drive 
runniog  fiiom  the  northerly  portion  of  the  Sixth  or  Seventh  avenue  in  a  generally 
northerly  or  northwesterly  direction,  npon  the  easterly  or  Harlenl  river  side  of  the 
dty,  as  far  north  as  the  said  commissioners  may  determine ;  thence  in  a  general 
westerly  direction  U>  or  near  the  Hudson  river,  and  thence  in  a  general  southerly  or 
sontheasteriy  direction  along  thewesteriyor  Hudson  river,  side  of  the  dty,  until 
such  road  or  public  drive  shall  enter  tiie  Central  Park  at  or  near  the  junction  of  the 
Bloomingdale  road.  Eighth  avenue  and  Fifty-ninth  street ;  such  road  to  follow  tlie 
course  of  the  Bloomingdale  road  below  One  Hundred  and  Sixth  street,  whenever 
the  commisrioners  shall  deem  such  course  advantageous.  The  said  commisdoners 
shaU  determine  the  location,  width,  courses,  windings  and  grades  of  said  road,  and 
public  drive,  and  may  Iriden  the  Bloomingdale  road,  and  determine  the  grades 
thereof,  and  of  intersecting  streete  and  avenues,  as  they  mny  deem  it  necessary  for 
the  perfecting  of  «ush  road  or  public  drive."    {Laws  of  1865,  1136.) 

By  the  fourth  section  of  the  act  of  1865,  it  is  provided  that ; 

«  The  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park,  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  mayor,  aldei^ 
men  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York,  are  authorised  to  acquire  title  for 
the  use  of  the  public  to  all  or  any  of  tlie  lands  required  for  the  streete  and  roads, 
public  squares  and  places,  so  laid  out  by  them,  or  any  portion  of  said  streets,  roads, 
public  squares  and  places,  whenever  they  shall  deem  it  tor  the  public  interest  so  to 
do,  and  such  commisdoners  may  for  that  purpose  make  application  to  the  supreme 
court)  in  the  fljrst  judicial  district,  for  the  appointment  of  oommisaiouers  of  estimate 


NEW  YORK  PR4.CnCE  BEPORTS.  271 

^»^^—— ^~— — —  III  II  ^^»^.-^-^— ,.^_— ^— ^^— 

Matter  of  Commissioners  of  Central  Park. 

and  assessment,  specifying  in  snch  applioaiion  the  lands  required  for  that  pnrpose ; 
and  the  proceedings  to  acqaire  title  to  such  lands  shall  be  had  porsnant  to  such  acta 
as  shall  then  be  m  foree,  relative  to  the  opening  of  streets,  roads  and  public  squares 
and  places  in  the  city  of  New  York,  which  said  acts,  so  far  as  the  same  are  not 
inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  are  hereby  made  applicable  to  the 
streets,  roads,  public  squares  and  places  so  laid,  or  to  be  laid  out  by  the  said  com- 
missioners of  Central  Park,  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as  jf  the  said 
■treets,  roads,  squares  and  places  had  been  originally  laid  down  as  and  for  public 
streets,  roads,  squares  and  places,  by  the  commissioners  appointed  in  and  by  t^e  act 
entitled  *  an  act  relatiye  to  improvements  touching  the  laying  out  of  streets  and 
roadrin  the  city  of  New  York,  and  for  other  purposes,'  passed  April  3,  1807,  except 
that  the  said  commissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment,  who  may  be  appointed  as 
herein  provided,  may  assess  for  such  opening  all  such  parties  and  persons,  lands  and 
tenements,  as  they  may  deem  to  be  benefited  by  such  improvement,  to  the  extent 
which  said  commissioners  deem  snch  parties,  persons,  lands  and  tenements  benefit- 
ted thereby,  provided,  that  as  to  streets  or  roads  more  than  one  mile  in  length,  not 
more  than  one-half  of  the  amount  awarded  for  damages  and  of  the  expenses  attend* 
ing  snch  opening,  shall  be  so  assessed,  the  amount  of  such  damages  and  expenses 
not  so  assessed  being  hereby  made  a  charge  upon  the  county  of  New  York,  to  be 
paid  as  hereinafter  provided.  The  moneys  collected  npon  the  assessments  of  the 
eommissioners  of  estimate  and  assessment  sliall  be  paid  into  the  county  treasury. 
{Law  of  1865, 1138.) 

It  will  be  perceived  that  by  the  seetSons above  quoted,  the  Central  Park  commission- 
ers have  exclusive  power  to  lay  out  streets,  roads,  public  squares  and  places,  north- 
ward of  the  southerly  line  of  One  Htmdred  and  Fii^y-fifth  street. 

This  is  a  part  of  the  city  7u>t  laid'  out  into  streets,  &c.,  by  the  commissioners  of 
1807.    Their  plan  only  extended  to  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street. 

Now,  by  the  act  of  1813,  the  corporation  of  the  city  had  fiill  power  "  to  lay  out, 
form  and  open  any  street  or  streets,  or  public  place  or  places,  in  any  part  of  the  said 
city  not  laid  otU  by  the  commissioners  of  streets  and  roads,''  appointed  under  the  act 
of  1807,  and  to  make  the  aplieation  to  the  court  fbr  taking  the  lands  required  there> 
lor.    {8u  $  177,  svpra.) 

These  are  precisely  the  powers  which  are  now  sought  by  the  act  of  1865,  to  be 
given  to  the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park. 

D.  If  it  should  be  said  that  the  public  road  or  drive  which  forms  the  subject  of 
this  proceeding,  is  bounded  by  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street  and  Fifty-ninth 
street,  and  therefore  it  ii  within  the  section  of  the  city  which  was  laid  ont  by  the 
eommissioners  of  streets  ahd  roads,  we  answer  that, 

1st.  We  conceive  that  under  the  provisions  of  the  section  of  the  Montgomerie 
eharter  above  set  forth,  the  coporate  authorities  possessed  the  power  to  lay  out  and 
form  snch  a  road  or  drive  in  the  section  of  the  dty  laid  ont  by  the  commissioners 
aforesaid.    {Charter,  $  16,  tupra,) 

2d.  That  the  powers  conferred  by  the  act  of  1813,  are  merely  cumulative  to  those 
granted  by  the  Montgomerie  charter,  and  that  said  aet  does  not  take  away  the  rights 
granted  by  the  charter- 

dd.  That  the  whole  charge  of  the  proceedhags  in  the  city  of  New  York,  relative 
to  opening  streets  therein  having  been  committed  to  the  mayor,  &c,  by  the  act  of 
1813,  the  power  was  a  local  ftinetion  which  was  preserved  to  the  city  by  the  coa* 
stitution  of  1846. 

4th.  That  the  aet  of  1865  presents  a  general  system,  scheme  or  plan  of  Tmprove- 
BMBty  and  that  the  diilerent  parts  of  such  plan  and  scheme  are  so  interwoven  that 
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they  cannot  bA  separated ;  and  if  the  act  is  nnoonstitational  as  to  one  part  of  the 
scheme,  it  is  void  as  to  the  whole. 

E.  Again,  the  eighth  section  of  the  act  of  1865  confers  npon  the  commissioners 
of  the  Central  Park  power  "  fh>m  time  to  time  to  cause  snch  of  said  streets,  roads, 
sqaares  or  places,  as  thej  may  designate  for  that  purpose  to  be  regulated,  graded 
and  improved  as  streets  or  as  country  roads,  or  in  such  manner  as  the  said  com- 
missioners may  deem  for  the  public  interest,  and  may  direct,  and  for  that  pnrpoasy 
and  in  and  about  such  regulating,  grading  and  improvements  the  commissioners  of 
the  Central  Park  shall  have  power  and  enjoy  all  the  powers  now  or  heretofore  pos- 
sessed, enjoyed  or  exercised  by  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  iA  Uie  dty 
of  New  York  as  to  other  streets  and  roads,  and  by  such  commissioners  in  respect  to 
the  Central  Park  in  said  city,"  d&o. 

Under  the  175th  section  of  the  act  of  1813,  it  is  provided  as  follows : 

^And  be  it  further  tsMcUd^  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  mayor,  aldennen 
and  commonalty  to  cause  common  sewers,  drains  and  vaults  to  be  made  in  any  part 
of  the  said  city,  cmd  to  order  and  dirtd  the  pitching  and  paving  the  Hreeis  thereof,  and 
the  cutting  into  any  drain  or  sewer,  and  the  altering,  amending,  cleansing  and  sconr- 
ing  of  any  street,  vault,  sink  or  common  sewer  within  the  said  city,  and  the  raising, 
reducing,  leveling  or  fencing  in  any  vacant  or  adjoining  lots  in  the  said  city,  and  to 
cause  estimates  of  the  expense  of  conforming  to  such  regulations  to  be  made,  and  a 
just  and  equitable  assessment  thereof  among  the  owners  or  occupants  of  all  the 
houses  and  lots  intended  to  be  benefited  thereby,  in  proportion,  as  neaHy  as  may  be, 
to  the  advantage  which  each  shall  be  deemed  to  acquire."    (Daviea'  Lawt,  p,  SQ6.) 

The  act  of  1865  distinctly  transfers  the  powers  of  the  corporation  relative  to  regu- 
lating  and  grading  streets  above  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street  to  the  commis> 
etoners  of  the  Central  Park. 

It  seems  clearly  to  follow,  then,  that  the  act  of  1865  is  unconstitutional,  because  it 
takes  away  from  the  mayor,  aldermen  and  commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York 
local  functions  and  powers  which  they  were  in  possession  of  and  exercised  long 
prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846,  and  transfers  them  to  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  Central  Park,  who  are  ofllcers  appointed  by  the  legislatnre— oiBcers 
in  whose  appointment  neither  the  electors  of  the  city  nor  the  local  aathorities  had 
any  choice.  {Law  1857,  voL  2,  p.  715 ;  Laws  1859,  p,  857 ;  Law  1861,  p.  164  {  Lawt 
1866,  vol.  1,  ^.  822,  $  8.) 

Second,  As  to  the  case  of  the  Central  Park  extension  (16  Ahb,  56),  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  observe : 

Ist.  That  it  was  decided  before  the  decisions  in  the  recent  cases  in  the  court  of 
appeals,  construing  ibe  section  of  the  constitution  which  we  refer  to,  and  defining 
the  powers  and  rights  of  localities  under  that  section.  {People  agt.  JSaymond,  1868  • 
Devoy  agt  Mayor ,  <^.,  36  JV.  Y.  p,  449 :  and  tee  Judge  Inobaham's  optat^a  in  JPtopU 
agt  Board  of  Metropolitan  Police^  33  Hoiw,  52,  61 ;  and  tee  Jvdge  Smith's,  in  torn* 
eatCf  p.  62.) 

2d.  That  it  was  a  decision  made  at  special  term,  and  althong^  entitled  to  great 
respect,  is  not  oontroling  at  general  term. 

3d.  That  the  main  point  discussed  in  that  case  was  as  to  the  legality  of  the  i^point. 
ment  of  the  Central  I^rk  commissioners  themselves. 

Third,  The  objector  Witthaus  had  no  such  notice  of  the  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  commissioners  of  estimate,  and  of  the  nature  uid  extent  of  tbe  improve 
ment,  as  was  contemplated  by  the  statute.    {Lawt  1839,  p,  183.) 

The  notice  states  that  the  said  road  or  public  drive  is  **  to  oommenoe  at  the  jnno- 
tion  of  Bloomingdale  road,  or  Broadway,  Eighth  avenue  and  Fifty-ninth  street; 
running  thence  northerly  or  northeasterly,  and  following  the  general  coarse  of 
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Bloomingdale  road,  or  Broadway,  to  the  northerly  aide  of  Eighty-seven^ 
ete.  •  •  *  *  Said  road  or  pnblic  drive  includes  the  whole  of  said  Bloomingdale 
road,  or  Broadway,  between  Fifty-ninth  and  One  Hundred  and  Seventh  streets, 
axept  apttrtion  thereof  betveen  Seventy-fifth  and  Seveniy-ieventh  ttreett  and  another  por- 
tion thereof  between  Eighty-sixth  and  One  Hundi'ed  and  I\mrth  ttreettf  in  the  ci4y  of 
New  York.  Said  road  or  pnblic  drive  is  of  a  general  uiM,  tf  vm  hundred  and  ffty 
feet^  as  shown  and  delineated  on  a  certain  map  of  the  same,  made  by  Gardner  A. 
Sage,  city  surveyor,  and  now  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  commissioners,  of  Central 
Park." 

The  land  of  Mr.  Witthans  borders  on  Broadway,  but  to  take  it  for  the  proposed 
improvement  the  commissioners,  instead  of  layinsr  out  the  road  or  public  drive  on  the 
general  course  of  Bloomingdale  road,  have  turned  off  their  line  at  right  angles,  or 
nearly  so. 

There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  notice  to  advise  Mr.  Witthans  that  the  road 
was  to  be  more  than  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet  in  width  at  the  point  where  his  pro- 
perty was  situated. 

The  reference  to  the  map  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Central 
Park  does  not  dbviate  ^his  defect,  because  the  act  of  1839  requires  that  "  the  notice 
■hall  specify  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  intended  improvement  {Law»  1839,  $  2, 
j9. 183.) 

The  notice  in  this  case  does  nottitate  the  extent  of  the  improvement,  and  it  is  also 
calculated  to  mislead  the  parties  interested  as  to  the  natwrt  of  the  improvement.  The 
proceedings  being  statutory,  the  power  sought  to  be  exercised  under  the  statute 
must  be  strictly  followed.  (Sharp  agt  Spier^  4  HUl,  76 ;  Sharp  agt  Johneon,  4  HUl^ 
93;  Bathbnn  agt.  Acker,  18  Barb.  39a) 

Fofwrth,  There  was  no  answer  nade  on  the  argument  to  the  point  that  und^r  the 
provisions  of  the  act  of  18G3,  entitled  "An  act  to  prevent  firaud  in  the  opening  and 
lajring  out  of  streets  and  avenues  in  the  city  of  New  York,'*  the  commissioners  were 
bound  to  complete  their  proceedings  within  four  months  itom  the  time  of  their 
appointment,  unless  further  time  is  allownd  by  the  supreme  court,  except  that  the 
act  did  not  apply  to  this  case.    (Lafos  1862,  p.  967.) 

(a.)  We  answer  that  it  does  apply  to  this  case,  and  is  made  applicable  to  it  by  the 
act  of  1865.    (i^awfo/ 1865,  j9. 1138.) 

(ft.)  That  the  act  of  186*2  is  referred  to  in  these  proceedings  as  being  one  of  the  acta 
under  which  they  are  taken.    {See  order  appointing  commiteionen.) 

Fifth,  The  points  above  taken  were  prepared  in  reply  to  the  argument  made  on 
the  motion  to  confirm  the  report,  and  before  the  printed  points  of  the-  corporation 
counsel  were  received  by  us.  There  are  a  fcw  points  made  by  the  learned  counsel, 
to  which  we  fttrther  reply  as  follows ; 

Sixth,  The  objection  in  the  counsel's  ninth  point,  that  it  is  too  late  for  Mr.  Witt- 
hans to  object  to  the  authority  of  the  commissioners,  for  the  reason  that  he  appeared 
before  them  and  argued  his  objections  there,  is  not  well  founded  in  reason  or  in  law. 

(a.)  The  objeotjpn  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commissioners  was  taken  in  the  objec- 
tions filed  by  the  objector. 

(6.)  If  we  are  right  in  the  supposition  that  the  act  of  1865  is  unoonstitntional,  it  m 
a  mere  nullity ,  and  no  jurisdiction  can  be  acquired  under  it 

{€.)  Where  a  tribunal  has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  subject  matter,  no  consent  of  parties 
ean  confer  such  jurisdiction.  {Dudley  agt  Mayhew^  3  OonuL  p.  10 ;  Davis  agt  Pad- 
ardy  6  Peters, p.  276 ;  Coffin's  ex'rs  agt  IVacy,  3  Caxne,  p.liSi  Lindsley  agt.  McLel- 
land,  1  Bibbf  p.  252 ;  Seyer  agt  Burger,  Boffman's  Chan.  1 ;  Beach  agt.  Niaon,  5 
Seld.  p.  35.) 
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(d)  The  objection  to  the  jnrudiction  can  be  taken  at  anj  time.  {Oturcie  agt  Skel' 
don^  3  Bar6.  ^.232;  P^U  agt  2f,  T.  Marine  Cimri,  3  Abb,  p,  309.) 

8e9aiih.  The  eoonael,  by  bis  second  point,  admits  that  under  the  act  of  1813  the 
mayor,  &c,  had  power  to  open  streets  in  that  part  of  the  city  not  laid  out  nnder  the 
act  of  1807.  As  we  bare  stated  in  onr  first  point  (subdivision  C),  the  oommissioneTB 
of  1807  only  laid  out  the  city  to  One  Hundred  and  Fifty-fifth  street  {See  B^pcri  of 
Commiasumertf  Daviet,  p.  43S ;  See  map  of  Committioners,  1807.) 

The  counsel  is  in  error  in  supposing  that  the  whole  of  the  city  was  laid  out  above 
Fourth  street 

As  far,  then,  as  the  power  to  lay  out  streets,  &c.,  above  One  Hundred  and  Fifty- 
fifth  street,  is  concerned,  the  act  of  1865  is  in  conflict  with  the  constitution  of  1846 ; 
and  as  the  act  of  1865  consists  of  one  general  scheme  or  plan,  one  part  of  whieh  is 
void,  the  whole  must  fiJl. 

mghth.  As  to  the  powers  of  the  mayor,  &c,  under  the  act  of  1813,  and  under  the 
Montgomerie  charter,  it  seems  unnecessary  to  add  anything  to  what  We  have  stated 
in  our  first  point 

NiiUk.  As  to  the  points  upon  the  question  of  value,  we  refer  to  the  printed  points 
submitted  by  us  on  the  argument 

Tentk.  As  to  the  point  made  in  the  second  point  of  the  counsel,  that  inextricable 
confusion  i»nd  serious  damage  would  result  from  declaring  the  act  of  1865,  and  the 
other  acts  which  are  referred  to,  to  be  unconstitutional,  the  plain  and  conclusive 
answer  is,  that  it  is  much  better  to  ascertain  now,  when  the  proceedings  of  the  com- 
missioners of  the  Central  Park  have,  as  it  were,  just  commenced,  whether  those  pro- 
ceedings are  legal  or  illegal,  than  to  wait  until  the  contemplated  improvements  have 
been  made  and  the  assessments  therefor  are  laid. 

The  confusion  and  damage  which  would  result  now  are  unimportant  and  insignifi- 
eant,  when  compared  with  the  damage  that  must  ensue  at  a  later  period,  if  those  acts 
are  then  determined  to  be  in  oonfiict  with  the  constitution. 

These  questions  will  have  to  be  met  in  the  proceedings  to  set  aside  the  assessments 
imposed  nnder  the  authority  and  powers  delegated  to  the  commissionejs. 

Again,  the  practical  effect  of  the  acts  referred  to  by  the  learned  counsel,  enlarging 
the  powers  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Central  Park,  is  to  abolish  the  mayor,  alder- 
men and  commonalty  of  the  city,  so  fiir  as  the  streets  are  concerned,  betvreen  Fifty- 
ninth  street  and  the  northern  limit  of  the  island,  and  to  substitute  the  park  oommia- 
sioners  in  their  place.  This  is  a  change  of  the  gravest  and  most  serious  ehsracter, 
not  to  be  upheld,  unless  clearly  within  the  powers  of  the  legislature,  and  dearly  in 
accordance  with  the  constitution. 

If  there  is  any  vitality  in  the  Montgomerie  charter,  any  force  in  the' solemn  coi^ 
firmations  of  that  charter  which  have  from  time  to  time  been  made  by  the  state,  all 
tbe  powers  now  sought  to  be  intrusted  to  the  park  commissioners  have  been  lodged 
in  the  corporate  authorities  for  nearly  two  centuries,  and  it  would  be  fiur  more 
reprehensible  to  sustain  legislation  which  nullifies  that  charter  than  to  declare  such 
legislation  to  be  null  and  void. 

Mevenik,  As  the  points  of  the  counsel  have  been  served  upon  us  at  a  time  whicli 
renders  it  impossible  to  print  a  more  extended  reply,  we  now  submit  this  case  to  the 
court  upon  the  points  above  taken,  and  U];>on  those  presented  by  us  at  the  argument^ 
confidently  believing  that  it  will  receive  the  full  and  thorough  ccmsideratioitt  which 
its  importanoe  demends. 

By  the  court^  IngrahaM;  J.  The  objectioii  taken  to  tbeae 
proceedings^  on  the  ground  that  the  act  is  unconstitutionaI| 
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canD<)t  be  sustained.  The  power^  it  is  alleged^  to  make  the 
application^  which  by  the  act  is  vested  in  the  commissioners 
of  the  Central  Park,  should  have  been  giyen«to  the  common 
council,  and  the  objectors  claim  the  act  on  that  account  to 
be  unconstitutional  The  common  council  never  had  autho- 
rity, since  ISO?,  to  lay  out  any  streets  or  public  places  in 
that  part  of  the  city  which  was  embraced  in  the  map  of  the 
commissioners  filed  under  the  act  of  1807.  Their  power  was 
below  the  limits  embraced  in  that  map,  and  the  authority 
conferred  upon  the  commissioners  did  not  in  any  way  inter- 
fere with  the  ailthority  .previously  bestowed  on  the  com- 
mon council  The  act  of  1813  expressly  limited  their  pow- 
ers to  that  part  of  the  city  not  laid  out  by  virtue  of  the  act 
of  1807.  They  had  no  authority  to  lay  out  or  open  any  but 
such  as  were  provided  for  on  the  said  map.  The  authority 
conferred  on  the  commissioners  is  not  that  of  any  local  offi- 
cer, nor  does  it  authorize  them  to  discharge  the  duties  of 
any  office,  but  it  provides  for  a  discharge  of  a  mere  minis- 
terial act,  viz.,  presenting  to  the  court  a  petition  for  the 
opening  of  a  street.  So  far  as  the  objection  is  taken  here, 
we  are  to  treat  it  as  a  mere  authority  for  such  a  purpose  to 
make  an  application  to  the  court  for  the  opening,  and  that 
power  may,  I  think,  be  conferred  on  the  commissioners. 
This  objection  was  made  to  the  proceedings  in  the  matter 
of  the  Central  Park  extension*  (16  Abb.  p.  56.)  I  see  no 
reason  to  change  the  views  thus  expressed  by  me  against  the 
validity  of  the  objection. 

I  do  not  intend  to  be  understood  as  holding  that  all  the 
powers  conferred  on  the  commissioners  by  this  statute  are 
valid.  The  right  to  grade  streets  in  this  city  has  always 
been  exercised  by  the  common  council,  as  well  as  other 
powers  conferred  by  that  act  on  the  commissioners,  and  it 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  legislature  can  take  irom 
the  common  council  this  power  and  confer  it  on  state  officers. 
It  is  not,  however,  necessary  on  this  application  to  decide 
this  point,  and  I  make  the  suggestion  merely  to  avoid  the 
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supposition  that  it  is  intended  in  this  decision  to  validate  all 
the  powers  granted  by  that  statute. 

The  legislature  might  have  laid  out  this  drive  in  the  act, 
and  having  that  power,  they  might  authorize  others  to  do  it. 
In  fact;  no  such  road  or  drive  could  be  laid  out  without  the 
authority  of  the  legislature;  and  whenever  it  lias  been  neces- 
sary to  open  any  new  street  or  avenue  not  laid  down  on  the 
map,  such  legislation  has  been  deemed  necessary,  and  the 
limits  of  the  street  or  avenue  have  been  fixed. by  the  statute. 
There  are  several  cases  where  such  acts  have  been  passed, 
without  any  action  of  the  common  council,  such  as  Madison 
avenue,  part  of  Second  avenue,  and  others,  where  proeeed- 
ings  have  been  taken  by  other  parties  than  the  common 
council.  The  limitation  of  four  months  within  which  the 
commissioners  are  required  to  complete  their  report,  con- 
tained in  the  act  of  1S62,  does  not  apply  to  this  proceeding. 
It  applies  to  streets  and  avenues  in  the  city  north  of  Four- 
teenth street,  and  must  be  confined  to  streets  and  avenues 
then  laid  out  as  such,  and  is  not  to  be  applied  to  such  a  work 
as  that  contemplated  by  this  statute.  It  is  evidently  imprac- 
ticable properly  to  complete  such  a  work  within  that  limita- 
tion. 

Objections  are  made  in  several  cases  to  the  amounts 
allowed  by  the  commissioners  for  the  property*taken,  and 
the  court  is  asked  to  review  the  decisions  of  the  commissdon- 
ers  in  this  respect.  It  has  been  long  since  settled,  and  has 
uniformly  been  acted  upon  by  this  court,  that  a  mere  error 
of  judgment  in  the  valuation  of  property  taken  was  not  the 
subject  of  review  on  a  motion  to  confirm  the  report,  unless 
the  sum  allowed  was  grossly  inadequate  and  unequal  as  com- 
pared with  other  valuations,  or  unless  some  wrong  principle 
was  adopted  as  to  the  amount  allowed.  There  are  good 
reasons  why  such  a  rule  should  be  enforced.  The  commis- 
sioners have  the  opportunity  of  examining  the  property,  of 
seeing  its  location  and  condition,  its  adaptation  to  use,  and 
of  inquiry  as  to  value,  not  in  the  power  of  the  court,  and 
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the  result  of  such  examinations  and  inquiries  cannot  be 
brought  before  the  court.  There  may  have  been  difference 
of  opinion  between  the  owners  and  the  commissioners  as  to 
these  values^  but  we  see  nothing  in  this  difference  justifying 
us  to  interfere.  There  is  no  error  in  law  in  any  mode  of 
valuation  which  has  been  adopted,  and  we  see  no  ground  on 
which,  according  to  all  former  decisions,  we  could  interfere 
with  the  valuations  as  made  by  the  commissioners,  in  the 
case  of  any  of  the  parties  objecting. 

The  remaining  objection  is  to  the  taking  of  gores  outside 
of  the  line  of  the  road  as  laid  out,  if  the  same  is  to  be  of  one 
continuous  width.  The  statute  describes  it  as  a  road  or 
public  drive  running  from  the  northerly  portion  of  the  Sixth 
or  Seventh  avenues,  Ac,  and  to  enter  the  Central  Park  at  or 
near  the  junction  of  the  Bloomingdale  road,  Eighth  avenue 
and  Fifty-ninth  street,  and  to  follow  the  course  of  the 
Bloomingdale  road  below  One  Hundred  and  Sixth  street, 
when  the  commissioners  should  deem  such  course  advan- 
tageous. It  then  provides  that  they  shall  determine  the 
location,  width,  courses,  windings,  &c.,  of  said  road. 

It  is  very  clear  that  this  act  does  not  authorize  the  taking 
of  any  land  not  required  for  the  drive  or  road,  and  the  latter 
provision  seems  to  prescribe  an  uniform  width  to  the  road 
very  inconsistent  with  the  lines  as  adopted  on  the  map  filed. 

The  act^f  1839,  page  182,  directs  how  the  commissioners 
shall  be  appointed,  viz.,  by  a  notice  specifying  the  time  and 
place  of  the  application  $nd  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
intended  improvement.  This  provision  is  made  necessary  by 
the  act  of  1865,  in  regard  to  this  proceeding. 

Under  this  provision,  I  think  it  is  necessary  that  the  whole 
extent  of  the  intention  of  the  opening  should  be  stated  in  the 
notice.  The  owners  are  to  be  informed  by  it  what  property 
is  to  be  taken.  A  reference  to  a  map  on  file  in  some  public 
office  is  not  a  compliance  with  the  statute. 

It  is  said  that  the  owners  have  in  some  cases  appeared 
before  the  commissioners  and  claimed  allowances  for  their 
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lands,  and  therefore  cannot  now  object.  But  that  cannot 
give  jurisdiction^  if  it  is  not  acquired  in  the  mode  prescribed 
by  law.  Suppose  they  had  proceeded,  in  addition  to  the 
road,  to  take  land  for  a  square  outside  of  the  drive,  and  the 
owners  submitted  their  claims,  it  could  not  be  upheld  that 
the  commissioners  thereby  acquired  jurisdiction  to  take  the 
same.  They  must  be  confined  to  the  land  which  the  notice 
describes  as  required  for  the  improvement. 

Considering  the  intent  of  the  statute  to  make  a  road  of  an 
uniform  width,  and  the  notice  as  given  of  such  a  road, 
without  referring  to  the  gores  outside  of  the  road,  I  do  not 
see  the  necessary  authority  for  taking  land  outside  of  the 
lines  of  the  road  as  laid  out  by  them.  But  this  is  not  all. 
The  notice  not  only  does  not  include  these  gores,  but  virtu- 
ally excludes  them,  by  the  following:  ^^Said  road  or  public 
drive  is  of  a  general  width  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  feet,  as 
shown  on  a  certain  map,"  &c.  Parties  owning  lands  outside 
of  the  road  so  described  could  not  be  notified  that  it'was 
intended  to  go  outside  of  these  lines  and  take  large  parcels 
of  land  at  difierent  places  on  the  route*  The  commissioners 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  take  these  gores,  and,  so  far  as  they 
are  included  in  these  proceedings,  they  are  erroneously  taken. 

The  report  should  be  sent  back  to  the  commissioners, 
with  directions  to  omit  the  valuation  of  the  land  outside  of 
the  road,  as  described  in  the  notice ;  to  deduct  the  amount 
awarded  therefor  from  their  assessment,  in  such  manner  as 
they  shall  deem  just ;  and  to  assess  the  same  for  benefit,  if 
such  lands  are  benefitted  by  the  improvement. 

Barnard  and  Suth£RLai{d,  Justices,  concurred. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
Maby  Fltnk  agt.  Millie  D.  Powebs. 

The  separate  estate  of  a  married  tpoman  is  liable  for  a  d^/ieUney  on  a  foreclosure  taU 
of  mortgaged  premises  which  she  parohased,  and  cutumed  to  paif  the  mortgage  as  a 
part  of  the  consideration  for  snch  parohase.  {Tkit  Jbllows  the  deeiiioH,  tn  the  ease 
ofBallin  agt.  DUlaye,  antej  p,  216.) 

Where  sach  married  woman  was  an  iiHjvMt  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  at  the 
time  she  receiyed  the  deed  and  assamed  to  pay  the  mortgage :  held,  that  her  sab- 
sequent  acts  in  conyeying  the  premises  with  warranty  of  title  and  taking  the  por- 
ehaser's  covenant  to  assnme  the  same  mortgage  which  she  had  assamed ;  and  also 
her  appearance  by  attorney  in  the  foreclosare  salt,  and  no  qaestion  of  in£sncy 
being  raised,  was  an  affirmance  of  the  whole  transaction  which  established  her 
liability,  free  from  any  disability  of  infancy. 

Kings  County  Special  Termj  January j  1868. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant,  to  recover  a  deficiency  arising  on  the  foreclosure 
of  a  mortgage  on  real  estate  which  the  defendant,  a  married 
woman,  bought  of  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  mortgage,  and 
which  she  assumed  in  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  her  to  pay. 
The  defendant  afterwards  sold  it  to  one  John  Brower,  who 
also  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  the  mortgage.  The  mort- 
gage was  foreclosed  and  the  property  was  sold,  and  a  judg- 
ment for  (1,504  deficiency  entered  against  one  Walsh  the 
the  original  mortgagor,  for  such  deficiency.  The  plaintiff, 
in  this  case,  paid  such  deficiency  to  Walsh  and  took  an  assign- 
ment of  it,  and  brought  this  suit  to  recover  it,  asking  to 
charge  the  defendant's  separate  estate  for  the  amount. 

At  the  time  the  defendant  received  the  deed  and  assumed 
to  pay  the  mortgage,  she  was  an  infant  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one. 

Henbt  Paesons,  for  plaintiff. 
Ira  D.  Wabben,  for  defendant. 

Tappkn,  J.  The  later  decisions  of  the  court  of  appeals 
appear  to  meet  and  govern  the  first  question  in  this  case. 
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They  will  be  found  in  Otven  agt,  Cawley  (36  N.  Y.  R 
600,  JunCy  1867),  and  in  BaUin  and  others^  ExectUors  agt 
DiUayey  dx.  September,  1867,  in  Ms.  (Re^ported  ante^  p.  216.) 
In  this  case  quoting  the  chancellor  in  Gardner  agt.  Gardner 
(7  Paige  J  112),  the  court  says,  the  wife  may  have  a  separate 
estate  of  her  own,  which  estate  is  chargeable  in  equity  for 
any  debt  she  may  contract  on  the  credit  or  for  the  use  of 
such  estate,  also  citing  North  American  Coal  Co.  agt.  Dyeit 
(7  Paigcy  9),  GaU  agt.  Dederer  (18  N.  Y.  B.  266),  and  White 
agt  McNeU  (33  N.  Y  B.  371). 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  defendant  had  a  sepa* 
rate  estate.  The  obligation  which  she  took  upon  herself, 
was  for  the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate,  and  indeed  in  this 
case,  that  obligation  enabled  her  to  acquire  a  separate  estate; 
^^  for  how  can  it  be  said  that  a  debt  contratcted  upon  the 
purchase  of  property  which  a  purchaser  takes  into  possess- 
ion and  epjoys,  and  disposes  of  at  an  apparent  profit,  is  not 
a  debt  contracted  for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser's  estate. 

Her  separate  estate  as  a  whole,  becomes  liable  for  any 
indebtedness  contracted  by  her  for  its  benefit  to  any  extent : 
A  lien  does  not  exist  for  her  engagements  at  large,  but  may  be 
deduced  from  an  express  or  implied  agreement  to  that  effect 
on  her  part,  or  from  some  equivalent  obligation  resulting 
from  her  act  by  operation  of  law. 

In  this  case  Mrs.  Powers  the  defendant,  in  conveying  the 
premises  to  Brower,  made  the  conveyance  subject  to  the  two 
existing  mortgages,  the  payment  of  which  Brower  assumed 
as  a  part  of  the  consideration  money,'  and  Mrs.  Powers  haB 
therefore  a  right  of  action  against  him,  or  his  representatives, 
to  make  good  the  deficiency  in  question. 

As  to  the  question  of  infancy,  I  will  just  state  the  dates 
of  the  several  transactions. 

The  conveyance  to  the  defendant  is  dated  June  20,  1856, 
acknowledged  August  5, 1856,  recorded  October  23, 1856.  The 
conveyance  by  the  defendant  to  John  Brower  is  dated  Janu- 
ary 21, 1857,  acknowledged  March  21,  1857,  recorded  April 
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9,  1857.  In  June,  1860^  the  defendant  herein,  was  person- 
ally served  with  summons  and  notice  of  object  of  action,  and 
appeared  by  attorney  in  the  foreclosure  suit.  A  sale  was 
had  therein  August  14,  I860,  and  a  judgment  for  deficiency 
against  Walsh,  docketed  September  8,  L860,  for  $1,504,  and 
on  the  19th  of  December,  1866,  this  deficiency  appears  to 
have  been  settled  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  for  and  on 
account  of  Walsh  wh#^  on  that  day  assigned  to  the  plaintiff 
herein,  his  claim  against  the  defendant  herein. 

I  do  not  consider  the  proof  conclusive  as  to  defendant's 
infancy,  the  witness  on  that  point  is  the  defendant's  mother. 
She  says:  '^I  think  the  defendant  was  born  in  1837,  and  I 
have  always  kept  her  birth  day  31st  March.  I  had  a  record,  but 
it  was  destroyed  by  fire  when  I  was  burnt  out  a  year  or  two 
afler  my  husband's  death.  He  has  been  dead  twenty-five  or 
twentynsix  years;  Millie  (the  defendant),  was  my  fourth  child, 
she  was  sixteen  years  of  age  entering  her  seventeenth  year 
when  married,  which  was  January  18 ;  but  don't  recollect 
the  year.  I  had  five  children.  The  second  child  was  bom 
in  1832,  in  the  cholera  season,  that  is  what  makes  me  recol- 
lect. I  have  with  some  doubt,  however,  given  the  defend- 
ant the  benefit  of  a  finding  that  she  was  not  of  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years. 

But  this  question  of  fact  is  not  so  important  if  we  rflfer  to 
the  subsequent  acts  of  the  defendant  in  conveying  the  prem- 
ises with  warranty  of  title,  and  taking  the  purchaser's  cove- 
nant to  assume  the  mortgage,  and  to  save  harmless  the 
defendant ;  also  the  appearance  of  the  defendant  by  attorney 
in  the  foreclosure  suit,  after  being  personally  served  with  the 
summons  and  notice  of  the  object  of  action,  and  no  question 
of  infancy  being  raised.  In  all  this  there  is  sufficient  proof 
of  affirmance.  Moreover  there  should  be  a  restitution  by  the 
defendant  of  the  consideration  received,  in  order  to  avoid  the 
liability  entailed  by  the  contract.  The  estate  and  proceeds 
thereof  cannot  be  retained  without  performance  of  the  obli- 
gation sought  to  be  enforced.     This  is  the  uniform  rule. 
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{Henry  agt.  Eootj  33  K  Y.  R.  531,  and  cases  cited;  Lynde 
agt.  Buddy  2  PaigSy  191,  and  Kitchen  agt.  Lee,  11  Paigey 
107.)  Judgment  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  accord- 
ing to  the  prayer  of  the  complaint,  with  costs. 


•  »• 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
John  Gabvey,  plaintiff  agt.  John  G.  Carey,  defendant. 

In  an  action  apon  an  award  of  arbitratora,  an  answer  which  Boeka  to  avoid  the  award 
on  two  gronnds,  to  wit:  Ist  Miscondact  on  the  part  of  the  arbitratore,  and  2d. 
Mistake  in  ascertaining  the  amoont  dne  from  the  defendant  to  the  pleintif^  is  sofll- 
cient  as  a  defense,  on  demurrer. 

Special  Temij  January^  1868. 

Demubreb  to  answer. 

The  action  is  upon  an  award  of  arbitrators.  The  submis- 
sion was  ^^to  settle  all  accounts  and  differences  between  said 
"  Garvey,  growing  out  of  and  relating  to  five  certain  build- 
"ings  erected  on  the  southwest  corner  of  Fiftieth  street  and 
"  Sixth  avenue,  in  the  city  of  New  York.  Said  settlement 
'^to  be  governed  and  founded  on  a  certain  agreement  made 
"  and  entered  into  by  and  between  said  Carey  and  Garvey, 
•*  bearing  date  the  23d  day  of  January.  1867." 

Upon  such  submission,  the  arbitrators  made  an  award 
"that  John  Garvey  is  entitled  to  receive  from  John  G. 
Carey  the  sum  of  five  thousand  one  hundred  and  twenty-five 
60-100  dollars,  as  his  share  of  the  profits  derived  from 
said  buildings;  ca^  advanced  hy  Carey  to  Garvey  to  he 
refunded  hy  said  Garvey.^ 

To  the  complaint  the  defendant  answered: 

First.  That  the  arbitrators,  after  first  notifying  the  parties 
to  appear  before  them,  and  after  having  partly  heard  the 
allegations  of  the  defendant,  proceeded  irregularly  and  ille- 
gally, without,  notice  to  the  defendant,  and  without  fixing 
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any  day  for  the  hearing  of  the  matters  submitted,  and  made 
their  award  before  the  case  was  finally  submitted  to  them, 
and  before  the  defendant  had  concluded  his  proofs  and  allega- 
tions before  them. 

Second.  That  the  arbitrators,  in  computing  the  amount 
of  profits  to  which  each  party  would  be  entitled  under  the 
agreement,  made  a  mistake  in  such  computation,  which  mis- 
take was  a  clerical  error,  and  that  the  award  was  the  result 
of  such  clerical  error. 

The  demurrer  was  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  answer  as  a 
defense. 

G.  C.  Genet,  for  plaintiff. 
Nelson  Smiih,  for  defendant 

MoNELL,  J.  The  answer  in  this  case  is,  ]  think,  sufficient 
both  in  substance  and  form.  The  defendant  seeks  to  avoid 
the  award  on  two  grounds,  namely,  misconduct  on  the  part 
of  the  arbitrators,  and  mistake  in  ascertaining  the  amount 
due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

Such  grounds  were  always  sufficient  to  vacate  and  annul 
an  award  {Herrick  agt.  Blair^  1  Johns.  Ch.  B.  101 ;  Van 
Cortlandt ,  s^.  UnderhiUj  1  Johns.  Ch.  B.  405;  Bouck  agt. 
Wilbery  4  Johns.  Ch.'  B.  405 ;  Knox  agt.  Symmonds^  4  Ves. 
Jr.  369;  Comeforth  agt.  Geery  2  Vem.  B.  705),  and  may 
now  be  set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action  upon  the  award 
(Bobson  agt.  Pearcey  12  N.  Y.  R  156 ;  N.  Y.  Cen.  Ins.  Co. 
agt.  Nat.  Pro.  Ins.  Co.  14  N.  Y.  R  85.) 

The  misconduct  complained  of  was  in  proceeding  without 
notice  to  the  defendant,  and  without  fixing  any  day  for  the 
hearing  of  the  matters  submitted,  and  in  making  the  award 
before  the  case  was  finally  submitted  to  the  arbitrators,  and 
before  the  defendant  had  concluded  his  proofs. 

If  the  defendant  shall  be  able  to  sustain  these  charges  of 
miscouduct  by  proof,  I  think  he  wQl  make  out  a  strong  case 
against  the  validity  of  the  award,  and  be  entitled  to  have  it 
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set  aside.  The  charges  of  misbehavior  are  stronger  than  in 
any  of  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred. 

The  second  defense  demurred  to,  of  mistake  in  the  compu- 
tation made  by  the  arbitrators,  is  a  Httle  indefinitely  stated. 
It  does  not  appear  what  the  nature  of  the  mistake  was, 
except  that  it  is  alleged  it  was  a  clerical  error.  I  think,  how- 
ever, it  is  sufficient  in  form,  and  proof  may  be  given  under  it 
of  such  a  mistake  as  the  court  will  recognize  as  sufdcient  tc 
vacate  the  award. 

The  disposition  I  have  made  of  the  demurrer  renders  it 

unnecessary  for  me  to  determine  whether  the  complaint 
states  a  cause  of  action. 

The  defendant  must  have  judgment  on  the  demurrer,  with 
costs. 


•  ♦• 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Washinoton  RriTER,  respondent  agt.  James  S.  Cushman 

and  Regis  C.  Gigkoux,  appellants. 

In  the  ahsenoe  of  anj  agreement  that  a  ttoet  broier  maj  aell  without  notice,  when 
Btocks  fall  in  prioe  so  that  the  margin  does  not  cover  the  difference  between  cnr- 
rent  rates  and  the  price  paid,  it  would  be  a  breach  of  good  faith  'and  common 
honesty  to  allow  the  owner's  property  to  be  sacrificed,  without  giving  him  an 
opportunity  to  increase  his  margin  and  hold  the  stock  for  a  fAvomble  change  in 
the  market 

The  findings  of  a  Judge,  who  hears  the  trial  of  a  cause,  upon  questions  of  fiict,  are 
conclusive,  under  the  same  rule  that  the  findings  of  a  jury  or  a  referee  are  conclu- 
sive upod  that  question. 

General  Temiy  Januaryy  1867. 

The  defendants  appeal  from  a  judgment  entered  upon 
findings  made  by  the  chief  justice  of  this  court,  of  law  and 
fact,  after  hearing  the  case  without  a  jury ;  to  which  findings 
and  each  of  them  the  defendants  except. 

A.  J.  Perry,  far  appeUants. 
Albert  Matthews,  far  respondent 
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By  {he  court^  Gabyin^  J.  The  principal  objections,  as 
presented  upon  the  argument,  and  as  I  understand  now  to 
be  insisted  upon,  are  questions  of  fact 

The  defendants  insist:  (1.)  That  the  plaintiffs  failed  to 
prove  that  the  defendants  agreed  to  hold  and  carry  the  stock 
for  the  conversion  of  which  this  action  is  brought.  (2.)  That 
there  is  no  proof  of  want  of  authority  to  sell  the  stocks,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  the  defendants  claim  there  was  evidence  of 
authority  to  selL  The  stocks  so  alleged  io  have  been  con- 
verted by  the  defendants  were  two  hundred  shares  of  the 
New  York  and  Erie  Railway  Company  and  one  hundred 
shares  of  the  Michigan  Southern  and  Northern  Indiana. 

The  chief  justice  found 'in  substance  as  follows:  (1.)  That 
the  defendants  made  agreements  with  the  plaintiff  and  his 
son  respecting  the  purchase  and  sale  ot  stock  and  securities 
on  account  of  the  plaintiff.  (2.)  That  in  pursuance  of  such 
agreements,  the  defendants  purchased  and  held  two  hundred 
shares  of  Erie  for  plaintiff,  and  that  the  remaining  one  hun- 
dred shares  of  Michigan  Southern  and  Northern  Indiana  were 
transferred  to  the  account  of  the  plaintiff,  and  thereafter 
held  by  defendants  for  them.  (3.)  That  the  defendants  sold 
the  whole  three  hundred  shares  without  authority  from  or 
notice  to  the  plaintiff,  or  any  default  on  his  part. 

Upon  the  question  of  an  agreement  to  carry  the  stock  for 
the  plaintiff,  both  parties  say  there  was  an  agreement  so  to 
do;  but  no  length  of  time  is  proved.  This  cannot  be  neces- 
sary, there  being  no  notice  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  margin 
was  too  small,  or  that  defendants  felt  insecure.  Clearly, 
before  any  sale  of  the  plaintiff's  stock  was  made,  he  should 
have  had  notice  of  defendants'  intention  to  sell.  Doubtless, 
parties  may  agree  that  the  broker  may  sell  without  notice, 
when  stocks  fall  in  price  so  that  the  margin  does  not  cover 
the  difierence  between  current  rates  and  the  price  paid.  But, 
in  the  absence  of  any  such  agreement,  it  would  be  a  breach 
of  good  faith  and  common  honesty  to  allow  the  plaintiff's 
property  to  be  sacrificed,  without  giving  him  an  opportunity 
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to  increase  his  margin  and  hold  the  stock  for  a  favorable 
change  in  the  market.  I  know  it  is  said  that  fluctuations  in 
the  stock  market  are  so  sudden  and  unexpected  that  there  is 
not  time  to  give  notice ;  but  these  abrupt  transitions  in  the 
value  of  stocks  are  and  have  been  well  known  for  many 
yearS;  and  should  be  provided  for  by  brokers  and  those  with 
whom  they  deal  If  no  such  provision  is  made,  parties  must 
abide  by  the  rules  of  law.  We  think  the  findings  of  fact  are 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  Much  of  the  evidence  is  conflict- 
ing; especially  upon  the  question  of  the  unauthorized  sale 
of  the  stock.  This  question  of  fact  was  passed  upon  by  the 
judge  who  tried  the  case,  and  found  ior  the  plaintiff.  His 
decision  is  conclusive— -as  much  so  as  if  found  by  the  verdict 
of  a  jury.  The  rule  stated  by  Judge  Sandfobd  is,  ^^  where 
there  is  testimony  on  either  side  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict, 
if  standing  alone,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  overturn  the  ver- 
dict for  the  reason  that  there  was  counter-testimony  on  the 
other  side,  even  if  it  be  apparently  equal  in  point  of  weight." 
There  must  be  a  preponderance  against  the  finding  so  great 
as  to  show  a  case  of  mistake,  passion  or  prejudice.  (1  Sandf. 
262.) 

Again,  the  report  of  a  referee,  like  the  verdict  of  a  jury, 
in  a  case  of  conflicting  evidence,  is  conclusive  as  to  questions 
of  fact.  {Hoagland  and,  others  agt.  Wight^  7  Bostc.  394 ; 
Davis  agt.  AUen  and  others^  3  Comst.  168.)  I  see  no  reason 
why  the  same  rule  should  not  be  applied  to  the  findings  of  a 
judge  who  takes  the  testimony,  sees  and  hears  the  witnesses, 
and  is  quite  as  well  able  as  a  jury  or  referee  to  come  to  a 
correct  conclusion  upon  the  facts.  There  is  no  question 
made  upon  the  rule  of  damages  adopted  by  the  court. 

It  is,  therefore,  plain  the  stocks  belonged  to  the  plaintiff^ 
and  were  sold  without  authority;  that  the  defendants  con- 
verted them,  and  are  liable  for  the  damages. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Franklin  W.  Hunt,  respondent  agt.  The  Michigan  South- 
ern AND  Nothern  Induna  Railroad  Compant,  appel- 
lants. 

In  an  action  against  a  eommon  earner  for  damages  arising  from  injury  to  property, 
-where  there  is  no  qaestion  of  law,  bat  the  only  question  arising  in  the  litigation 
ia  one  of  fact,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  aflirmed. 

September  Term^  1867. 

Appeal  from  the  New  York  common  pleas. 

The  action  was  for  injury  by  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ants to  the  medical  library  of  the  plaintiff,  which  was 
delivered  to  them  as  carriers  for  transportation. 

The  books  were  received  by  the  defendants,  properly 
boxed,  in  perfect  order,  at  Rolling  Prairie,  Indiana,  on  the 
5tb  of  April,  1854.  In  their  receipt  of  that  date  they  stated 
that  they  were  to  forward  them  to  the  plaintiff  at  Bergen, 
New  Jersey,  without  further  liability  after  railroad  or  lake 
shipmeat,  or  loss  by  fire. 

The  plaintiff,  who  is  a  physician  residing  in  New  York, 
after  his  return,  went  to  Bergen,  from  time  to  time,  for  the 
property,  but  could  get  no  account  of  it.  At  length,  some 
three  weeks  after  the  delivery  to  the  defendants,  he  found 
the  boxes  at  Jersey  city,  in  the  depot  of  the  New  York  and 
Erie  Railroad  Company.  They  were  dry  and  in  apparent 
good  order.  He  paid  the  freight  and  took  them  home;  when, 
upon  opening  the  boxes,  he  found  that  the  contents  had  been 
wet,  that  the  books  had  been  soaked  through,  and  that  the 
injury  had  occurred  so  long  before  that  the  bed  clothes  boxed 
with  the  books  were  all  mildewed.  The  property  was  dam- 
aged to  the  extent  of  $150. 

The  defendants  gave  no  evidence  to  exonerate  themselves 
from  the  imputation  of  negligence  on  their  own  road,  nor  to 
explain  what  was  done  with  the  boxes  during  the  three  days 
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which  intervened  between  their  shipment  at  Rolling  Prairie 
and  their  delivery  to  the  next  carrier  at  Toledo.  The  appel- 
lants introduced  the  receipt  of  the  Cleveland  and  Toledo 
Company,  dated  on  the  8th  of  April,  covering  a  large 
amount  of  property,  in  which  this  was  included,  and  descnb- 
ing  the  whole  as  in  good  order  and  condition.  It  did  not 
appear,  however,  that  the  goods  were  examined  at  all,  or 
that  they  were  in  good  order  in  fact.  The  marine  court, 
Hpon  these  facts,  held  that  the  damage  was  due  to  the 
defendants' negligence ;  and  the  judgment  was  affirmed  on 
appeal  to  the  New  York  common  pleas,  the  opinion  of  the 
court  being  delivered  by  Judge  Dalt. 

Charles  Tract,  far  appeUanis. 
Wm.  W.  Niles,  for  respondents 

Porter,  J.  There  is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  justify 
the  claim  that  the  property  was  injured  after  it  passed  from 
the  custody  of  the  defendants.  The  mildewed  condition  of 
the  blankets  indicated  that  the  goods  were  drenched  at  aa 
early  stage  in  their  transportation.  If  the  fact  was  other- 
wise, the  appellants  had  the  means  of  proving  it.  They  fur- 
nished no  explanation  of  the  detention  of  the  property  for 
three  days  on  the  way  from  Rolling  Prairie  to  Toledo,  and  it 
is  fair  to  infer  that  the  injury  occurred  within  that  period. 
This  inference  is  not  repelled  by  the  circumstance  that  they 
procured  a  third  party  to  sign  a  receipt,  without  examina* 
tion,  describing  the  packages  as  in  good  order  on  their 
re-shipment  at  Toledo.  This  sunply  confirmed  the  evidence 
of  the  plaintiff,  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  exterior  appear- 
ance of  the  boxes  to  indicate  the  damaged  condition  of  the 
contents.  The  question  was  one  of  fact.  No  error  of  law 
was  committed  on  the  trial,  and  the  court  below  was  right 
in  affirming  the  judgment. 

All  the  judges  concurring. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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N.  Y-  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
John  M.  Tatlor  agt.  Morris  Ketchuh,  and  others. 

Where  coin  and  Mcwritia  are  parchased  hj  a  broker  for  and  held  bj  him  for  hit 
prmei[Mil,  under  an  agreement,  for  a  Taloable  consideration,  to  carry  the  aecnri- 
ties  beyond  a  certain  time,  and  to  hold  and  not  to  sell  the  boin  nnder  a  specified 
som,  the  title  to  the  coin  and  secnritiea  remains  in  the  principal ;  and  if  the  broker 
sells  them  oontrary  to  the  agreement,  without  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale, 
he  is  liable  in  damages  for  a  conyersion  ot  the  property. 

An  offer  to  prove  a  custom  or  nsage,  that  a  broker  buying  stocks  for  his  principal, 
need  not  preserve  for  delivery  the  indentical  stocks  purchased,  but  it  is  sufficient 
to  deliver  or  sell  an  equal  quantity  in  value  and  amount  of  stocks  of  the  same 
eharacter;  and  that  on  failure  of  the  principal  to  reimburse  his  broker,  the  latter 
may  sell  tiie  stocks  without  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale,  is  not  applicable 
to  such  a  case.  Such  proposed  proof  is  in  contradiction  of  the  contract,  and  clearly 
against  the  rules  of  law. 

If  the  transaction  is  a  mere  loan  of  securities  for  the  broker's  use,  a  return  of  other 
stocks  of  like  nature,  kind  and  amount  is  sufficient. 

Id  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  which 
is  gold  coin,  the  measure  of  damages  is  properly  reached  by  fixing  the  value  of 
the  coin  in  currency ;  and  this  is  the  highest  market  price  of  the  coin  converted, 
between  the  time  of  the  taking  and  that  of  the  trial 

Oenerdl  Term,  Octobery  1867. 

This  case  comes  up  on  exceptions  directed  to  be  heard  in 
the  first  instance,  at  general  term,  and  on  appeal  from  an 
order  denying  a  new  trial  at  special  term.  The  plaintiff's 
action  is  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  bj 
defendants  of  securities,  consisting  of  United  States  bonds 
placed  in  the  defendants^  hands  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  taken 
care  of  by  them,  and  for  selling  gold  coin  placed  in  their 
hands  to  be  sold  when  it  reached  a  certain  price ;  alleging 
that  defendants  sold  the  gold  for  less  than  they  were  instruc- 
ted to  receive  therefor  in  currency,  thus  violating  the  plain- 
tiff's directions* 

The  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  causes  of  action  are  set 

forth  in  his  complaint,  in  four  distinct  specifications ;  the 

second  was  dismissed  upon  the  trial.     The  first  is,  that  in 

April,  1864,  through  C.  L.  Sailsbury,  the  plainiiff  deposited 

with  the  defendants  the  sum  of  $10,000,  and  directed  the 
Yoii.  XSXV.  19 


290  NEW  YORK  PRAOnOE  REPORTa 

Taylor  agt  Ketcham. 


purchase  of  United  States  stocks  to  the  amount  of  $100^000, 
upon  the  defendants'  agreement  to  hold  or  carry  such  stock 
upon  a  margin  or  advance  by  the  plaintiff  of  ten  per  cent  so 
long  as  the  plaintiff  should  desire ;  then  alleges  the  purchase 
by  the  defendants  of  $164,000  government  stocks,  to  wit : 
$114,000  of  United  States  six  per  cent  bonds  of  1881,  and 
$50,000  of  United  States  7.30  notes;  then  charges  and  alleges 
sales  in  violation  of  an  agreement  to  carry  the  bonds  and 
notes  indefinitely,  and  particularly  beyond  January,  1865 ; 
that  United  States  6's  of  1881  were  sold  by  defendants  to  the 
par  amount  of  $51,000^  at  the  rate  of  106},  on  the  27th  of 
September,  1864 ;  and  on  the  18th  of  November,  1864,  the 
defendants  sold  the  par  amount  of  $50,000  of  United  States 
6^8  of  1881  at  110,  and  $1,300  of  said  bonds  at  110};  and 
on  the  22d  of  November,  1864,  sold  the  said  $50,000  of  Uni- 
ted States  7.30  notes  at  the  rate  of  116};  that  the  market 
rates  of  the  United  States  7.30  notes  on  the  day  of  the  alleged 
sale  of  said  $50,000  of  said  notes,  sold  at  118 ;  that  the  stocks 
of  1881  were  on  7th  of  December  and  Ist  of  January,  1865, 
worth  at  the  rate  of  118,  and  the  7.30's  during  the  time  the 
defendants  agreed  to  hold  the  same  worth  at  the  rate  of 
$126  65 ;  that  such  sales  were  not  for  the  fair  market  price ; 
were  in  violation  of  the  agreement  to  hold  the  said  stockSs 
after  January  1 ,  1865,  and  without  notice,  right  or  lawful 
authority  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  to  the  plaintiff's 
damage. 

Third.  That  in  September,  and  before  the  20th  of  October, 
1864,  the  plaintiff  deposited  with  the  defendants  $77,565  in 
gold  coin,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  with  instructions  to  hold 
and  not  to  sell  for  less  than  $250  in  currency  to  $100  in  coin; 
to  which  instructions  defendants  agreed ;  that  in  violation 
of  the  instructions  and  agreement,  without  notice  sold 
$67,000  of  the  coin  at  less  than  $250 ;  on  the  21st  of  Octo* 
ber,  $40,000,  at  208},  and  $7,000  at  208} ;  on  the  22d  of 
October,  1864,  $100,000  at  210f,  and  $100,000  at  210f, 
and  on  the  9th  of  November,  1864^  the  balance  of  the  gold 
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coin  was  sold  for  $250 ;  that  in  the  month  of  November,  said 
coin  was  worth  $2.64  in  currency,  by  which  wrongful  sales 
plaintiff  lost  $45,000.  The  fourth  count  alleges  a  fraudulent  > 
conversion  of  the  securities  and  coin  to  the  use  of  the  defend- 
ants. The  answer  of  defendants  admits :  (1.)  The  co-part- 
nership of  the  defendants  doing  business  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  und^  the  firm  name  of  Eetchum^  Sons  &  Co.; 
(2.)  Denies  the  causes  of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint;  ' 
(3.)  Sets  out  an  account  stated,  accord  and  satisfaction  and 
ratification  of  aU  the  acts  of  defendants  by  the  plaintiff; 
(4.)  A  counterclaim  for  money  paid,  amounting  to  $6,722.96, 
with  interest  fi'om  February  1,  1865.  The  reply  puts  the 
counterclaim  in  issue  by  a  denial  The  evidence  shows  the 
United  States  stocks  and  securities  in  the  hands  of  the  defend- 
ants were  purchased  for  the  plaintiff's  benefit  in  the  first 
place,  evidently  intended  to  be  upon  a  ten  per  cent  margin; 
but  when  the  securities  bought  exceeded  $100,000,  a  new 
arrangement  was  talked  of  between  the  parties,  for  after  the 
10th  of  April,  1864,  and  the  15th  of  April,  the  purchase 
amounted  to  $164,000,  instead  of  the  $100,000,  and  finally, 
about  the  12th  of  July,  an  aitangement  was  made  by  the 
defendants  to  hold  the  securities  till  after  the  1st  of  January, 
1865 ;  the  securities  were  sold  in  June,  without  notice  to 
plaintiff,  and  no  mention  was  made  of  the  sale  when  the 
agreement  to  hold  was  made  in  July.  Other  evidence  was 
given  of  the  price  of  the  securities  in  January,  1865.  In 
regard  to  the  gold,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  received 
$67,000  in  gold  coin,  with  instructions  to  hold  the  same  for 
$250 ;  all  of  which  was  sold  for  less  than  that  amount,  con- 
trary to  instructions.  The  sum  ot  $10,565,  which  was  sold 
at  250,  is  not  in  controversy,  and  no  claim  is  made  by  the 
plaintiff  for  damages  on  account  of  that  sale.  There  was  in 
evidence  accounts  of  the  transactions  sent  to  plaintiff  by 
defendants,  telegrams  and  letters  passing  between  the  parties 
directly  and  through  Salisbury,  their  agent,  containing  instruc 
tions,  directions  and  reports  of  transactions  and  remittances, 


292       ^^^^  TOBK  PRACnOE  KEPOBTa 


Taylor  agt  Ketcham. 


from  which  the  defendants  claimed  the  plaintiff  acquiesced  in  the 
disposition  made  of  the  coin  and  securities  made  by  the  defend- 
ants,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  facts ;  but  the  jury  found 
specially  upon  this  question  against  the  defendants.  The 
jury  idso  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for 
$45,901.63;  and  the  court  directed  the  exceptions  to  be  heard 
in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term.  Most  of  the  excep- 
I  tions  taken  upon  the  trial  arise  upon  the  exclusion  of  evid- 
dence  and  objections  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  court,  which 
sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

F.  N.  Bangs,  for  defendants. 
Edwabds  PmRREPONT,  foT  platnHff. 

By  the  caurtf  Gabvin,  J.  To  sustain  this  action  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  show  title  in  himself  to  the  securities  and 
coin  for  the  conversion  of  which  it  is  brought.  There  was 
abundant  evidence  to  sustain  the  verdict,  provided  that  ques- 
tion is  to  turn  simply  upon  the  issues  found  by  the  jury. 
Upon  the  first  question,  that  of  title,  the  property  either 
belonged  to  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendants,  and  it  will  hardly 
be  contended  that  the  defendants  were  the  owners  of  the 
coin  or  securities.  Irrespective  of  the  defendants'  lien  thereon, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and 
had  the  right  to  call  upon  the  defendants  at  any  time  to  de- 
liver him  the  securities  and  coin  upon  payment  of  their  com- 
missions. They  doubtless  had  a  Hen  thereon  for  their  ad- 
vances, but  beyond  this  they  had  no  rights  in  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff,  except  such  as  they  possessed  by  virtue  of 
any  contract  and  arrangement  between  the  parties.  The 
defendants'  letters,  telegrams,  notices,  reports  of  sales,  and 
demands  for  further  margins,  all  proceed  upon  the  theory 
that  the  coin  and  bonds  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  were 
his  property.  We  must  therefore  assume  the  title  to  both 
coin  and  securities  was  in  the  plaintiff,  held  by  the  defend- 
for  him.    Of  this  there  was  abundant  evidence ;  in  fact^ 
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it  was  not  disputed^  either  as  to  the  $67,000  in  coin,  or  Hbe 
$114,000  United  States  bonds. 

There  is  evidence  that  the  gold  was  to  be  held  for  250  in 
currency,  and  there  is  also  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  cany 
the  bonds  uDtil  after  the  Ist  of  January,  1865,  and  there  is 
no  evidence  in  the  case  contradicting  it ;  if  there  had  been, 
that  question  is  settled  by  the  verdict.  It  is  not  disputed 
that  the  bonds  were  sold  by  the  defendants  in  September  and 
November^  1864,  for  prices  ranging  from  106J  to  110-llOJ, 
and  that  on  the  7th  of  December,  United  States  bonds  vvere 
worth  118.  Thus  there  is  proof  tending  to  show  the  title 
to  the  property  in  the  plaintiff  both  as  to  the  coin  and  bonds. 
(2.)  Sale  of  the  property— of  the  coin  for  less  than  250,  and 
of  the  bonds  before  the  1st  of  January,  1865.  Upon  this 
evidence  alone  without  anything  else,  it  would  present  a 
clear  case  of  title  in  the  plaintiff  and  conversion  by  the  de- 
fendants, for  which  he  would  be  entitled  to  damages,  pro- 
vided the  sales  were  made  without  authority  from  the  plain- 
tiff.    Of  this  authority  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case. 

As  to  the  l^onds,  the  question  of  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of 
time  and  place  of  sale  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  case,  if  the 
defendants  agreed  to  hold  the  bonds  till  after  the  1st  of  Jan- 
uary, 1865.  Nor  as  to  the  coin,  if  the  instructions  to  hold 
the  coin  for  250  were  binding  upon  the  defendants.  In  such 
case  whether  there  was  a  notice  of  time  and  place  of  sale  or 
not  is  of  no  importance,  unless  the  plaintiff  authorized  it  be- 
fore the  sale  or  ratified  it  afterwards.  Of  authority  to  sell 
there  is  no  proof,  and  the  jury  have  expressly  found  the  plain- 
tiff did  not  acquiesce  in  the  disposition  made  by  the  defend- 
ants of  the  coin  or  securities,  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
facts  relating  thereto.  - 

This  brings  us  to  the  objections  and  exceptions  taken  by 
the  defendants :  (1.)  To  the  rulings  of  the  court  in  receiv- 
ing and  excluding  evidence.  (2.)  Denying  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  complaint,  and  (3.)  exceptions  to  the  rulings  of  the 
court  in  connection  vdth  the  charge  to  the  jury.    Without 
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going  over  ia  detail  each  particular  exception  taken  by  the 
defendants  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence  offered^  to  the  admis- 
sion of  that  received^  it  is  apparent  that  the  same  questions 
of  law  are  presented,  substantially^  by  the  exceptions  taken 
to  the  charge  of  the  court,  with  one  qualification,  and  that 
pertains  to  the  evidence  of  custom  and  usage,  which  was 
offered  and  rejected.  It  will,  therefore,  only  be  necessary  to 
pass  upon  the  exceptions  taken  to  the  charge ;  to  determine 
all  the  questions  presented  for  review,  holding,  as  we  do, 
that  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint  was  properly  over- 
ruled, and  that  the  several  motions  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
elect  upon  which  count,  transaction  or  cause  of  action  he 
would  proceed,  were  rightly  disposed  of.  {Lansing  agt.  Wis^ 
weUf  6  DeniOf  213.) 

Upon  the  exclusion  by  the  court  of  the  evidence  of  cus- 
tom and  usage,  the  courts  have  held  that  usage  is  not  admis- 
sible to  contradict  the  contract,  and  that  no  usage  is  admissible 
to  control  the  rules  of  law  (34  N.  Y.  R.  417 ;  16  N.  Y.  R. 
393).  The  admission  of  the  evidence  would  have  been  a 
violation  of  both  these  principles.  The  contract  proved  was 
to  carry  the  bonds  which  the  defendants  held  for  the  plain- 
tiflT,  and  as  defendants'  security  for  their  advances  and  com- 
missions until  after  the  first  of  January,  1865.  Defendants 
sold  before  that  period,  without  notice  of  the  time  or  place 
of  sale. 

The  offer  was  to  prove  a  usage  that  a  broker  buying  stocks 
for  his  principal  need  not  preserve  for  delivery  the  identical 
stocks  purchased,  but  it  is  sufficient  to  deliver  or  sell  an 
equal  quantity  in  value  and  amount  of  stocks  of  the  same 
character ;  and  that  on  failure  of  the  principal  to  re-imburse 
his  broker,  the  latter  might  sell  the  stocks  without  notice 
of  the  time  and  place  of  sale.  If  the  transaction  had  been 
a  mere  loan  of  securities  for  the  defendants'  use  a  return  of 
other  stocks  of  like  nature,  kind  and  amount  would  be  suffi- 
cient ;  but  where  stocks  or  securities  are  held  as  security  for 
advances,  the  rule  is  different.    In  such  case  the  title  to  the 
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security  remains  unchanged.  That  is  the  rule  as  established 
by  the  courts  {ByTcers  agt.  AUen^  7  JTiK,  497).  The  proof 
offered  of  custom  and  usage^  authorizing  a  sale  of  stocks  on 
failure  to  re-pay  advances^  without  notice  of  time  or  place 
of  sale^  was  properly  excluded.  This  has  been  so  often  held 
that  it  hardly  needs  the  citation  of  authorities  to  sustain  it. 
If  the  broker  desires  to  possess  himself  of  this  power  he  must 
make  an  agreement  that  shall  permit  him  to  do  so.  Upon 
both  these  propositions  we  think  the  rulings  of  the  court 
should  be  sustained  {DyJcers  agt.  AUen;  Chase  agt.  Primes  4 
Johnson^ s  Ch.  Rep.  490 ;  Wheeler  agt  Newbouldj  16  N.  T. 
JR.  392).  The  proposed  proof  of  usage  was  in  contradiction 
of  the  contract,  and  clearly  against  the  rules  of  law  {Botven 
agt.  NeweUj  4  Selden^  190;  Merchants  Bank  agt.  Woodruffs 
6  HiUj  176 ;  and  eases  cited  by  Mr.  HiUf  Higgins  agt.  Moore^ 
34  N.  Y.  B.  417). 

It  is  also  quite  plain  that  if  there  was  an  agreement  to 
carry  the  bonds  till  after  January,  1865,  their  sale  was  un- 
authorized ;  and  whether  there  was  such  an  agreement  or 
not,  a  sale  without  notice  of  time  or  place  was  unauthorized 
either  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  proved,  or  by  the  rules 
of  law.  All  the  questions  of  fact  were  put  to  the  jury  after 
stating  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  Upon  the  fitcts, 
the  court  say :  If  you  find  the  facts  to  be  in  both  cases 
(meaning  coin  and  securities),  as  plaintiff  claims,  be  is  enti- 
tled to  such  damages.  It  is  true  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  that  the  plaintiff  put  the  securities  into  the  hands  of  the 
defendants  to  be  held  for  their  advances,  but  this  was  upon 
the  uncontradicted  evidence  of  the  case,  and  was  perfectly 
proper  (20  N.  Y.  B.  126) ;  but  upon  the  question,  of  what 
the  contract  was  as  to  instructions  in  regard  to  holding  the 
coin  and  appropriating  the  securities,  the  question  of  fact 
was  expressly  submitted  to  them.  Upon  the  other  excep- 
tions taken  to  the  rejection  and  admission  of  evidence,  we 
think  the  rulings  of  the  court  should  be  sustained. 

Second.  Several  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  charge,  some 
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o  which  are  already  disposed  of  by  the  views  thus  far  taken 
of  the  case;  those  remaining  to  be  considered  are :  (1.)  It 
is  claimed  the  court  erred  in  withdrawing  from  the  jury  the 
first  question  in  writing  submitted  to  their  consideration. 
The  submission  of  the  question  in  this  form  was  purely  dis- 
cretionary. The  language  of  the  Code  is  ^^  the  court  may 
direct  the  jury  to  find  a  special  verdict"  (^  261).  It  was 
of  no  importance  whether  done  or  not^  and  its  withdrawal 
froni  their  consideration  furnishes  no  ground  of  exception. 
Both  questions  might  have  been  withdrawn  without  harm 
to  eithei'  party  before  the  jury  had  agreed  upon  their  verdict. 

It  is  not  like  the  case  of  issues  framed  by  the  courts  sent 
down  to  the  circuit  for  trial,  upon  which  special  findings  are 
required  upon  specified  issues.  The  court  withdrew  the  first 
question  in  writing  firom  the  consideration  of  the  jury^  and 
instructed  them  they  need  not  answer  it.  This^  we  think, 
the  court  had  the  right  ahd  power  to  do,  and  was  purely  a 
matter  of  discretion  over  which  we  have  no  control.  Thus 
far  this  is  a  case  of  a  breach  of  both  contracts  by  the  defend- 
ants, in  regard  to  the  coin  and  the  securities,  and  therefore 
a  breach  of  duty  in  violating  the  agreements,  and  a  conver- 
sion of  the  property  to  the  defendants'  use,  resulting  in  loss, 
by  the  plaintiff,  of  large  gains  and  profits  in  the  sale  thereof, 
bad  the  coin  and  securities  been  held  as  directed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  agreed  to  by  the  defendants.  The  only  remain- 
ing question  is  one  of  damages.  The  court  adopted  the  rule 
laid  down  in  Scott  agt.  Sogers  (31  N.  T.  R.  676),  which  was 
more  favorable  to  the  defendants  than  that  afterwards  pro- 
mulgated by  the  same  court  in  JBorst  agt.  DtUcher  (34  N.  T. 
493.)  Certainly,  whatever  the  rule  is,  if  there  is  any  differ- 
ence in  the  two  cases,  the  defendants  have  no  cause  to  com- 
plain, as  the  rule  laid  down  on  the  trial  is  most  favorable  to 
them.  This  disposes  of  the  question  of  damages  in  regard  to 
the  conversion  of  the  bonds. 

But  other  objections  and  exceptions  are  presented  regard-* 
ing  the  transactions  in  gold.     (1.)  To  the  admission  of  the 
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evidence  fixing  the  value  of  coin  in  currency,  and  adopting 
that  price  as  the  measure  of  damages  in  the  charge  of  the 
court  to  the  jury.  We  think  the  rulings  of  the  court  were 
right. 

The  court  of  appeals  simply  holds  that  treasury  notes  are 
a  legal  tender  in  pa}anent  of  debts  between  private  persons 
(27  N.  Y,  R.  400) ;  and  that  a  mortgage  which,  by  its  terms, 
is  payable  in  gold  or  silver  coin,  may  be  paid  in  United 
States  legal  tender  notes,  and  that  such  notes  are  the  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States.  {Bodes  agt.  BronsoHj  34  N.  T. 
649.) 

This  action  is  not  brought  to  enforce  the  payment  ot  a 
debt,  but  to  recover  damages  for  the  conversion  of  the  plain 
tiflPs  property. 

A  judgment  may  be  paid  in  treasury  notes,  and  the  plain- 
tifr  cannot  demand  gold  or  silver  therefor.  How  is  the  plain- 
tifl  to  obtain  indemnity  for  his  loss,  unless  the  value  of  the 
coin,  in  currency,  is  made  the  measure  of  damages  f  There 
never  may  be  a  time  after  the  trial  when  coin  would  bring 
the  same  price  it  would  before.  Any  other  rule  would  work 
great  injustice. 

The  rule  of  damages  is  the  highest  market  price  of  the 
property  converted,  between  the  time  of  the  taking  and  that 
of  the  trial.  (34  N,  Y.  R.  493.)  This  market  price,  recov- 
ered and  put  in  judgment,  becomes  a  debt.  The  defendants 
may  pay  and  satisfy  it  by  the  tender  and  payment  of  treasury 
notes.  The  plaintiff  cannot  demand  gold  or  silver  coin  in 
payment  of  his  judgment,  but  must  take  the  treasury  notes. 
We  must,  therefore,  in  view  of  the  case  of  Metropolitan  Bank 
agt.  The  Shoe  and  Leather  Bank  (27  N.  Y  B.  400)^  hold 
that  the  rulings  of  the  court  were  right  in  receiving  the  evi- 
dence and  submitting  the  question  of  the  value  of  the  coin 
to  the  jury. 

.There  were  some  other  exceptions,  none  of  which  were 
well  taken. 

Entertaining  these  views^  the  exceptions  taken  by  the 
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defendants  should  be  overruled^  and  a  judgment  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  with  costs,  and  the  order  denying  a  new  trial 
should  be  aiBrmed  with  costs. 

McCuNN^  J.  The  principal  questions  in  this  case  to  be 
disposed  of  by  the  court  are: 

First  Was  there  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants to  carry  the  securities  placed  in  their  hands  by  the 
plaintiff  until  the  1st  of  January^  1865  f 

Second.  Did  the  defendants  render  to  the  plaintiff  accounts 
of  the  disposition  of  such  securities  and  gold;  which  accounts 
showed  a  balance  in  defendants'  favor^  and  in  which  the 
plaintiff  acquiesced^  after  the  accounts  were  rendered^  with 
a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts  relating  thereto  f  And  did 
the  rendering  amount  to  an  account  stated  between  the  par- 
ties,  so  as  to  bind  the  plaintiff? 

The  rulings  of  the  court,  and  the  points  raised  by  the  par- 
ties to  the  action  during  the  progress  of  the  trial;  being  of 
secondary  importance,  I  shall  hastily  touch  thereon. 

In  considering  the  first  question,  the  only  doubt  presented 
is,  whether  the  learned  chief  justice  was  justified  in  with- 
drawing that  question  from  the  jury.  I  think  he  was;  for 
the  facts  as  to  that  question  were  so  clear  and  uncontradicted 
that  it  did  not  require  the  action  of  the  jury  to  pass  upon 
them  so  as  to  enable  the  court  to  apply  the  law.  The  wit- 
ness Salisbury  testifies,  at  folio  38,  that  the  defendants  were 
to  purchase  and  carry  stocks  for  the  plaintiff,  and  at  folio  75 
he  says  the  agreement  was  to  carry  them  to  the  1st  of  Janu- 
ary; and  the  clear  instructions  to  be  found  in  the  letter  of 
plaintiff  to  defendants,  of  the  17th  of  October,  1865  (Ex.  14), 
were  to  the  effect  that  all  the  gold  bought  for  plaintifi,  and 
that  sent  by  plaintiff  to  defendants,  should  be  held  until  it 
reached  350.  And  it  will  be  observed  that  these  instructions 
were  reiterated  from  time  to  time,  until  all  the  gold  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  defendants,  to  be  carried  by  them  for 
plaintiff.     I  cannot  find  a  tittle  of  proof  in  the  case  to  the 
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contrary  of  this.  It  is  true^  the  counsel  for  defendants  claim 
that  out  of  the  lengthy  correspondence  by  letters  and  tele- 
graph there  is  evidence  going  to  show  that  no  agreement 
was  made  to  carry  the  gold  and  securities  until  January, 
1865^  but  that  we  must  impliedly  take  it,  no  such  under- 
standings as  to  carrying  into  January,  existed.  I  can  see  no 
implied  agreement  in  such  letters  and  telegrams  to  vary  the 
former  express  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  to 
carry  the  United  States  bonds  and  the  gold.  The  parties 
had  a  long  running  account  between  each  other,  on  the  one 
side  as  bankers  here,  on  the  other  as  bankers  in  St.  Louis, 
dating  long  before  this  special  agreement  and  continuing  to 
the  time  when  the  dispute  about  the  sales  arose.  And  it 
was  concerning  this  account  that  the  letters  and  telegrams 
were  sent  and  received;  and  whenever  the  letters,  or  tele- 
grams, or  accouqts,  related  to  the  gold  and  bonds  in  dispute, 
Uiey  simply  related  to  them  as  they  were  held  as  collateral 
securities,  or  as  pledges,  given  by  plaintiff  to  defendants,  to 
secure  other  banking  transactions.  Those  letters  and  tele- 
grams were  never  intended  as  authority  from  plaintiff  to 
defendants  to  sell  the  bonds  and  gold  without  the  proper 
notice  and  demaod  required  in  all  cases  where  pledges  of  the 
like  kind  are  made.  Indeed,  the  learned  chief  justice,  in  his 
charge,  said  that  the  defendants  had  no  other  rights  than 
those  of  ordinary  pledgees,  without  any  special  rights,  and  in 
that  instruction  he  is  justified  in  a  series  of  decisions,  which 
must  be  recognized  as  the  law  on  the  subject.  (Willard^a 
Eq.  Jw.  456,  and  the  numerous  cases  cUed  therein.) 

In  all  pledges,  before  a  sale  takes  place,  there  must  be  a 
demand,  and  that  demand  must  be  seasonable  in  time,  and 
there  must  be  a  notice  of  the  sale.  Now,  in  this  case,  it  is 
conceded  there  was  no  notice  or  demand,  neither  was  there 
waiver  of  such  notice  or  demand ;  yet,  without  the  one  or 
the  other,  defendants  bad  bo  right  to  sell  the  securities.  In 
Wilson  agt.  Little  (2  K  Y.  B.  443),  it  was  held  that  a  waiver 
of  notice  was  not  a  waiver  of  demand;  and  in  the  case  of 
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Oenet  agt.  Hotoland  (45  Barb.  560),  it  was  hdd  that  notice 
was  not  equivalent  to  a  demand. 

In  MiUiJcen  agt.  Dehon  (27  N.  T.  R.  364),  there  was  a 
consignment  of  cotton,  and  the  consignor  was  to  keep  the 
margin  good ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  consignee  could  not 
sell  in  that  case;  that  he  must  demand  the  margin  before 
selling.  He  had  leave  by  contrak^t  to  sell  without  notice, 
but  that  was  not  enough ;  demand  was  not  waived.  The  i 
question  in  that  case  was  whether  a  demand  was  necessary, 
and  the  necessity  was  declared  by  the  court. 

In  Andrews  agt.  Clarke  (3  Basw.  R.  585),  it  was  held  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  in  default,  so  that  the  defendants  had 
a  right  to  sell,  though  they  had  given  him  notice  that  they 
anticipated  a  fall  on  a  certain  day;  that  the  pledgee  could 
not  ^^\  without  the  fall  first  occurring,  and  then  giving  him 
notice,  so  as  to  cut  ofi  his  equity  of  redemption.  And  in 
Merwin  agt.  HamUUm  (2  Duer  R.  244,  251),  the  pledgees 
were  held  liable  because  they  did  not  make  demand  of  pay- 
ment and  give  notice  of  sale. 

In  the  case  of  Durant  agt.  Einsteiny  heard  in  August  last 
(sported  antey  p,  223),  there  is  an  opinion  of  this  court,  at 
special  term,  where  iJl  the  above  authorities  are  discussed, 
and  where  the  court  held  that  a  party's  property  could  not 
be  sold  at  wiU,  and  without  first  making  a  demand  upon 
him,  and  then  giving  him  notice  of  the  sale,  in  order  that  he 
may  be  enabled  to  prevent  its  being  sacrificed.  So  that  I 
think  I  have  shown  that  the  learned  judge  below  was  justi- 
fied in  withholding  from  the  jury  the  question  of  the  agree- 
ment to  carry  the  gold  and  bonds  foi'  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
was  also  justified  in  saying  to  the  jury  ^^that  these  parties 
(the  defendants)  are  entitled  to  have  applied  to  their  dealings 
neither  more  beneficial  nor  harsher  principles  of  law  than 
other  members  of  the  community,  and  that  the  dealings  of 
brokers  in  stocks  or  securities  are  not  by  their  necessities  or 
the  customs  they  adopt  taken  out  of  the  general  rule.  That 
a  party  who  has  chattels,  or  securities,  or  property  of  any 
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kindy  pledged  to  him  for  the  payment  qf  a  debt,  without 
some  express  agreement  to  that  effect,  has  no  other  authoritj 
than  what  he  derives  as  pledgee  or  mortgagee  of  that  stock 
or  chattel,  and  has  no  right  to  sell  it  without  giving  notice  to 
the  person  who  owns  it  of  the  time  and  place  of  sale,  so  that 
he  may  be  enabled  to  raise  the  money  by  that  time  to  take 
up  the  loan.''  There  was  no  notice  of  time  and  place  of 
sale^  and  therefore  the  sale  was  unwarranted. 

The  next  question  is,  how  far  did  the  accounts  rendered 
by  defendants  to  plaintiff  bind  the  latter,  and  did  these 
accounts  act  as  a  bar  to  this  action?  It  is  claimed  by  defend- 
ants that  they  rendered  accounts  to  plaintiff,  in  which  thej 
stated  the  sales  of  all  the  securities  at  certain  prices  and  at 
certain  times;  that  they  rendered  an  account  of  certain  sumi 
of  money  which  they  have  expended  for  him;  and  they  claim 
that,  taking  into  consideration  all  the  circumstances,  the 
relations  in  which  the  parties  stood  to  each  other,  the  com- 
munications by  telegraph,  by  letter,  and  through  Salisbury, 
it  is  clear  that  the  accounts  were  rendered  to  plaintiff,  with 
a  full  knowledge  on  his  part  of  all  his  rights  and  all  their  lia- 
bilities, and  that  he  accepted  the  balance  that  was  therein 
set  forth  against  himself,  and  thereby  ratified  all  their  acts  in 
the  disposition  of  his  property.  The  plaintiff  denies  all  this, 
and  says  that  he  never  accepted  said  accounts  as  binding  on 
him;  on  the  contrary,  that  he  never  gave  the  defendants 
color  of  authority  that  would  lead  them  to  suppose  that  he 
had,  by  receiving  these  accounts,  ratified  or  sanctioned  their 
acts  in  the  premises.  On  this  second  quesdon,  there  was 
testimony  on  both  sides,  and  the  court  left  it  for  the  jury  to 
say  which  side  was  correct  in  its  assertions,  and  the  jury 
found  for  plaintiff.  I  therefore  hold  on  this  p^int  that 
the  jury's  findings  in  this  respect  must  be  final  and  con- 
clusive. 

The  less  difficult  and  less  important  questions,  such  as  the 
ruling  on  evidence,  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge,  and  the 
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request  to  charge^  I  think  I  can  show  to  have  no  virtue  in 
them. 

As  to  the  motion  on  the  part  of  the  defendants'  counsel, 
asking  the  court  to  charge  forty-two  separate  and  distinct 
propositions^  a  large  number  of  them  being  mere  repetitions 
of  former  requests;  these  requests  were  presented  in  a  body, 
and  I  hold  that  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  court  to  undergo 
the  labor  of  considering  them  together.  On  the  contrary, 
the  counsel  should  have  submitted  and  read  each  proposition 
separately  and  in  detail,  so  that  the  court  would  have  been 
enabled  to  deliberate  and  pass  upon  each  distinct  proposition. 
I  hold,  therefore,  the  rule  to  be  that  each  proposition,  or 
request  to  charge,  should  be  distinctly  and  separately  made ; 
and  a  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  court  to  charge  these  forty- 
two  propositions  in  bulk,  other  than  as  he  had  charged,  is 
not  error. 

Next,  as  to  the  charge :  A  general  exception  to  a  charge, 
as  in  this  case,  taken  after  the  charge  was  delivered,  is  not 
specific  enough  to  raise  or  present  any  question  for  reversal 
{NeweU  agt.  Dolby,  33  N.  T.  R.  85;  Jones  agt.  Osgood^  2 
Seld.  233.) 

^^It  is  the  duty  of  counsel  to  point  out,  at  the  time,  in 
what  respect  the  charge  did  not  conform  to  the  requests; 
and  it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  court,  by  comparing  every  por- 
tion, to  see  if  there  is  a  discrepancy.  Perhaps,  if  attention 
had  been  called  to  the  precise  point  of  which  complaint  was 
to  be  made,  it  would  have  been  corrected.  The  party  com- 
plaining must  put  his  finger  on  the  point  of  which  he  com- 
plains."   {Jones  agt.  Osgood^  supra.) 

Last.  The  court  committed  no  error  in  ruling  on  the  evi- 
dence. The  objection  to  the  letter  of  Salisbury  was  not  well 
taken,  because  defendants  had  not  first  inquired  about  such 
conmiunication.  It  was  right,  therefore,  to  have  the  subject 
matter  exhausted. 

The  agreement  was  a  positive  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants  to  carry  certain  specific  securities^  and  to 
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cany  gold,  until  its  price  advanced  to  250 ;  and,  as  the  cas- 
tora  of  brokers,  even  if  admitted,  could  not  vary  a  positive 
agreement,  the  custom  was  properly  ruled  out.  The  custom 
of  brokers,  in  not  preserving  the  identity  of  stocks  pur- 
chased by  brokers  for  parties,  was  immaterial,  because  even 
the  substituted  securities,  which  defendants  were  said  to 
have  supplied  for  plaintiff^  were  sold  without  demand  or 
notice. 
Judgment  should  be  affirmed^  with  costs. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Dandsl  S.  Read,  appellant  agt.  William  B.  Jaudon  and 

another,  respondents. 

Where  one  joint  owner  of  stocks  brings  an  action  against  stock  hrohen  for  the  profits 
arising  on  three  specified  sales  of  snch  stocks,  amoanting  to  a  certain  sum,  and  it 
turns  oat  on  the  trial  that  all  the  dealings  with  the  brokers  in  reference  to  sach 
stocks  were  had  with  the  other  Joint  owncTf  and  the  defendants  never  knew  the 
plaintiff,  or  that  he  had  any  interest  in  such  stocks,  and  that  the  defendants' 
accounts  were  all  kept  in  the  name  ci  sach  other  joint  owner  i 

MUdj  that  the  plaintiff,  nevertheless,  ooold  maintain  his  action  and  recover  against 
the  defendants,  where  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  the  interest  of 
his  co-owner  or  special  pcuiner  in  the  transactions,  before  suit  brought,  and  such 
transfer  was  avened  in  the  pleadings. 

He  purchases  and  sales  of  snch  stocks,  being  in  fact  for  the  joint  benefit  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  assignor,  as  between  themselves,  were  none  the  less  on  their  joint 
account  because  the  orders  were  by  the  assignor  alone,  without  any  disdosore  of 
the  plaintiff's  faiterest 

If,  therefore,  it  be  conceded  that  there  was  a  certain  sum  due  from  the  defendants 
on  the  daim  assigned  by  the  assignor  to  the  plaintiff,  as  to  which  there  was  no 
dispute,  the  mere  fiMt  that  it  was  the  assignor's  individual  daim,  instead  of  a  joint 
cliUm  with  the  plaintiff,  should  not  put  the  latter  to  a  new  suit ;  as  it  could  make 
no  difference  to  the  defendants  to  whom  they  made  payment,  and  the  transfer  to 
the  plaintiff  would  protect  them  against  any  future  claim  by  the  assignor. 

But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  thus  ascertained 
as  profits,  because  it  turns  out  in  point  of  &ct  that  he  had  an  interest  in  such  profits 
jointly  with  his  assignor.  He  cannot  isolate  these  items  of  profits  from  the  asiiigu* 
or's  general  acanuU,  and  recover  them,  simply  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  intentl 
in  Ae  other  traneactiont  going  to  make  up  the  whole  account  from  which  losses 
reeolted. 

The  defendants  having  been  permitted  and  induced  to  act  and  deal  with  the  assignor. 
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in  ignonuioe  of  the  plaintiff's  intereet  or  rights  in  the  tranaactiona,  may  inaiat  that 
the  entire  dealings  shall  be  dosedi  aa  if  the  aaaignor  only  had  been  interested} 
that  is,  they  may  inaist  npon  all  equities  eTJating  between  the  defendants  and  the 
plaintiff's  assignor  alone,  aa  regards  the  entire  dealings,  and  the  plaintiff  eaa 
looover  only  snoh  sum  as  shall  appear  to  be  doe  the  assignor  on  balancing  the 
aeeonnt 
If  an  objection  is  taken,  that  no  sach  set  off  or  equities  are  stated  in  the  defendantiT 
answer  (which  probably  is  not  necessary),  an  amendnuiU  woald  meet  the  difficulty, 
and  ought  at  once  to  be  allowed,  with  a  view  to  substantial  |ustioe. 

Oenerdl  Termy  Fourth  District^  1868. 

Before  Bockes,  PoTTERy  James  and  Rosekrans,  Justices. 

In  the  month  of  Marcb^  1865,  the  plaintiff  and  Geo.  Cald- 
well, Jr.,  purchased  together  two  hundred  shares  of  Cum- 
berland coal  stock  and  one  hundred  shares  of  New  York 
Central  Railroad  stock.  Qeo.  Caldwell,  Jr.,  was  to  have 
one-half  the  profits  for  doing  the  business.  The  defendants 
did  not  know  of  this  arrangement  The  stock  was  purchased 
in  the  name  of  George  Caldwell,  Jr.,  alone.  There  was  a 
profit  of  four  hundred  and  ninety-two  dollars  and  seventy- 
four  cents  on  these  stocks. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1865,  George  CaldweD,  Jr.,  assigned 
all  his  interest  in  such  profits  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action. 

On  March  28th,  1865,  there  was  to  the  credit  of  said  Cald- 
well in  the  hands  of  the  defendants: 

Balance  from  transactions  before  March  22 $38  65 

Profits  on  sale  of  200  Cumberland  Coal 369  57 

Profits  on  sale  of  100  N.  Y.  Central 123  17 


$531  39 

But  no  notice  of  said  assignment  was  given  to  the  defend- 
ants  until  after  April  6th,  1865,  when  the  account  had  been 
rendered  showing  that  the  subsequent  transactions  of  Cald- 
well in  stocks  had  resulted  in  a  loss  of  more  than  the  entire 
profits  due  him  at  that  time. 

The  complaint  charges  ^  the  purchase  and  sale  of  these 
three  hundred  shares  of  stock  by  the  defendants,  and  that  the 
profits  were  $492.74,  and  demands  judgment  therefor. 

The  answer  is  a  general  denial  only. 
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The  case  was  referred  to  Samuel  Jackson,  as  referee^  who 
found  as  a  conclusion  of  law  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tled to  recover,  without  showing  that  the  stock  was  pur* 
chased  by  the  defendants  on  account  of  the  plaintiff  and  Geo. 
Caldwell,  Jr.,  jointly. 

The  referee  thereupon  dismissed  the  complaint,  and  & 
judgment  was  entered  for  the  defendants,  from  which  this 
appeal  is  taken. 

Ira  D.  Wabren,  far  plainiiffy  ofipeUant. 

L  The  tenih  finding  of  fnet  findB  distlnetlj  tbat  the  two  hondred  shares  at  Cum 
beriand  Coal  stock  and  the  one  hundred  shares  of  Hew  York  Central  stock  were 
porohased  for  the  joint  benefit  of  Qeo.  CaldweU,  Jr.,  and  Daniel  8.  Kead,  the 
plaintifi: 

This  finding  is  fhUj  sustained  by  uncontradicted  evidence. 

This  teetimonj  of  the  plaintiiF  and  Qeorge  Caldwell,  Jr.,  is  the  only  evidence  npon 
that  subject. 

Therefore  we  saythas  the  referee  has  found  that  these  stocks  were  purchased 
Jcnntlj  by  the  plaintiff  and  Qeorge  Caldwell,  Jr.,  and  his  conclusion  of  law  is  of 
course  erroneous. 

These  stocks  were  purchased  bj  the  plaintUr  and  Caldwell,  under  an  agreement 
between  themselves  to  divide  the  profits. 

If  this  is  not  a  joint  purchase,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  what  would  be.  The  pro- 
fits belonged  to  Uiem  jointly,  and  that  is  what  the  suit  is  broncbt  to  recover.  If  it 
was  not  purchased  jwktly^  then  Bead  was  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  his  half  of  the 
profits,  viz.,  $:M6.37. 

n.  The  referee  erred  in  holding  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  without 
showing  that  It  was  purchased  on  his  and  €ko.  Caldwell,  Jr.'s,  joint  account 

On  the  28th  of  March,  Qeo.  Caldwell,  Jr.,  assigned,  by  an  instrument  under  jwf, 
aU  his  interest  in  these  profits  to  the  plaintiiF.  The  assignment  states  that  the  thing 
assigned  is  **  (^  profiU  on,  thete  two  hundred  eharee  of  Cumberland  Coal  and  one  Imn- 
dred  tharu  of  New  Tork  Central  stock"  Whether  it  was  a  joint  or  several  interest, 
the  assignment  conveyed  it  all  to  Bead. 

This  gave  the  plaintifT  the  entire  interest  of  Caldwell  in  the  profits,  whatever  they 
were. 

Therefore  the  referee  ened  in  holding  that  plaintiiF  could  not  recover  without 
showing  that  the^tock  was  purchased  on  their  joint  account 

There  is  no  counter-claim  or  other  equities  set  up  in  the  answer  against  Caldwell, 
and  none  was  proved,  and  therefore  it  is  of  no  consequence  whether  or  not  the 
defendants  knew  of  the  arrangement  between  Bead  and  Caldwell.  The  assignment 
of  all  CaldwelPs  interest  in  this  stock,  which  he  supposed  to  be  joint,  is  good  for 
whatever  interest  he  had  in  it  {Bieit  agt  Wetmore,  12  Wend.  548;  Iknntor  agt 
Peiideiyaet,  3  mUj  72;  Van  Lien  agt  Sym/tt,  1  BiU.  133.) 

Them  is  not  a  word  of  evidence  showing  that  Caldwell  owed  them  a  cent  If 
Ihey  had  any  claim  against  Caldwell,  they  should  have  set  it  up  in  their  answer  and 
have  proved  the  amount  of  it,  and  then  the  plaintiiF  might  have  been  called  upon  to 
■how  that  they  had  notice  of  his  interest  in  this  daim,  and  he  would  have  done  sa. 

Vol.  XXXV.  20 
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HL  The  referee  erred  in  ftnding,  in  the  fifth  finding  of  fiust,  that  Caldwell  waa 
mtlibted  to  tki  defJsndoHltfar  Itut  o»  ttoeitt  ikey  kcmhg  adotmad  ikepwrdum  mon^  0m 
1k$  pturehoM  tksrmf, 

lliere  it  not  a  aini^  wosd  of  evidenee  to  support  any  raeh  finding.  There  ia  not 
a  word  of  evidence  that  Caldwell  owes  them  a  single  penny.  There  is  not  a  word 
•f  eyidence  chat  the  defondants  adraneed  one  penny  of  the  purchase  money  for  these 
•looks.  It  is  not  pretended  in  the  answer  that  Caldwell  owed  them  a  cent,  or  that 
they  had  any  claim  against  him.  The  lefisree  admitted  evidenoei  nnder  objection, 
ef  losses,  and  the  purchase  and  sale  of  other  stocks,  "ybr  tke  puirpue  0/  tktnrimg  a 

We  were  unable  at  the  time,  and  now  are,  to  determine  what  motive  it  tended  to 
disclose  or  develop,  or  what  bearing  it  could  have  on  the  issue ;  but  it  appears  that 
the  referee  h|M  tuiwnei  that  the  losses  were  not  paid,  and  he  has  used  the  evidence 
.admitted  to  show  a  motive  as  a  foundation  upon  which  to  find  a  fsct  that  the  defend' 
anta  m  their  answer  don't  pretend  exists,  viz.,  that  Caldwell  is  indebted  to  the 
dfifandnnts 

The  referee  erred  in  admitting  this  testimony  for  any  purpose. 

IV.  The  sixth  and  seventh  findings  of  fisct  are  directly  in  conflict  with  the  tentfa« 
and  neither  of  them  is  warranted  or  supported  by  the  evidence. 

Caldwell  swears,  and  the  plaintiir  swears,  that  these  three  hundred  sbarci  of  stock 
were  purchased  by  them  and  for  their  joint  benefit,  and  that  each  one  was  to  haw 
half  of  the  profits,  and  nobody  contradicts  it. 

The  only  other  fact  which  appears,  and  which  the  referee  has  found,  is  thavt  the 
defendants  did  not  know  that  .they  purchased  the  stocks  for  the  benefit  of  Caldwell 
and  the  plaintilf  jointly. 

It  is  difilcnlt  tp  see  what  elfoct  that  could  have  on  this  case,  as  long  as  it  is  not 
pretended  that  they  have  any  claim  against  Caldwell,  in  whose  name  the  stock  waa 
bought 

V.  There  are  several  exceptions  to  the  admission  of  testimony  taken  by  the  plain- 
tiff, which  we  do  not  propose  nor  think  it  necessary  to  discuss,  except  that  we  claim 
the  referee  erred  in  admitting  every  question  to  which  we  have  taken  an  exception. 

We  ask,  in  case  a  new  trial  is  granted,  that  the  order  of  reference  in  this  case  be 
vacated.  {Murphy  agt.  Wtnchuier,  35  Barb.  616, 630 ;  Sharp  agt  Jf<^or,  ^  31  Barh, 
678i  1    ITow.  193;  13  Sow.  82.) 

VL  Judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

Samuel  Jackson,  far  defendants^  respondents. 

I.  The  finding  of  the  referee  herein,  that  the  purchases  of  the  stocks  mentioned  in 
the  complaint,  and  their  subsequent  sale,  by  the  defendants,  were  made,  so  fkr  as 
they,  the  said  defendants,  were  concerned  in  the  transaction,  wholly  for  the  benefit 
and  on  the  account  of  the  said  Caldwell,  was  correct,  and  should  be  sustained. 

II.  The  findings  of  the  referee  on  questions  of  fisct,  where  there  is  a  conflict  of  tea> 
timony,  must  be  sustained,  unless  such  findings  are  deariy  against  the  weight  of  tes- 
timony. 

Caldwell  swears  he  told  W.  B.  Jaudon  to  purchase  (he  two  hundred  shares  Cun^^ 
berlaiid ;  that  his  unde,  the  plaintiff,  would  ftimish  him  with  the  money  and  allow 
him  half  the  profits  for  transacting  the  business,  and  that  this  was  the  l)asis  on  which 
tae  order  for  the  purchase  of  the  two  hundred  Cumberland  Coal  rested.  W.  B.  Jan- 
don  denies  this,  and  produces  the  said  Caldwell's  individual  order  in  writing,  whi^ 
he,  Caldwell,  admits  was  given  after  the  oonversatioa  alleged  to  have  taken  plaoa^ 
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and  before  tiie  pumbase  of  the  stock.  The  order  for  the  puehaie  of  the  one  hondred 
■harae  New  York  Central  was  in  writing,  along  with  an  order  for  a  porehaee  wiiiek 
It  admitted  by  bim  to  baye  been  on  hie  own  acooont,  and  he  nowhere  atatea  that 
there  was  any  notice  to  the  defendant,  at  any  time,  that  this  waa  a  joint  teansaetioD, 
and  even  when  be  requested  a  splitting  of  the  accoont,  for  the  porpose  of  settling 
with  the  plaintiir,  no  mention  was  made  of  the  one  bondred  sharee  K.  T.  GentraJ. 

The  referee  rightiy  found  that  defondaats  had  no  notice  of  any  joint  nitercsl 
between  Caldwell  and  Read,  there  being  bat  one  witness  on  plaintiff's  side  as  to  the 
verbal  notice  of  joint  aoconnt,  who  swears  it  was  in  the  presence  of  thrse  persons, 
two  of  whom,  on  defondants'  side,  swear  that  it  neyer  took  place ;  and  the  other 
portion  of  the  conyerBation  is  proved  to  be  folse  by  the  prodnetien  of  the  written 
order  for  the  pnrchase  of  the  stock. 

The  order  for  the  New  Tork  Centni  is  shown  to  have  been  only  in  writing,  and 
made  by  Caldwell  in  his  own  name,  as  appears  from  the  testimony  for  the  plaintiill 
Even  if  the  referee  believed  that  the  conversation  referred  to  took  place,  the  sabse 
qnent  written  order  without  any  limitation  most  control  in  the  transaction. 

in.  A  secret  agreement  between  two  or  more  persons  will  not  be  allowed  to  work 
an  injury  to  third  parties  transacting  bosiness  with  one  of  them,  which  relates  to  the 
sabject  matter  of  such  agreement. 

TV,  Oood  foith  requires  that,  where  a  person  dealing  generally  on  his  own  acoonn 
with  another,  undertakes  to  transact  shnilar  businesB  with  such  person  on  the 
account  of  a  stranger  to  the  general  business,  foil  and  due  notice  should  be  given  of 
such  special  transaction ;  and  where  agency  is  afterwards  alleged  as  to  items  where 
all  transactions  have  been  to  all  appearances  on  individual  account  fraud  will  be 
presumed,  if  any  loss  would  arise  therefrom  to  such  second  person. 

V.  That  the  referee  held  oorrectiy  in  admitting  testimony  as  to  transactions 
between  the  said  Caldwell  and  defendants,  by  means  of  which  the  amount  due  said 
Caldwell  on  March  38th,  1865,  was  again  expended  ou  his  account  and  at  his  request, 
prior  to  the  notice  of  the  assignment 

VL  Tliat  the  referee  found  correctiy,  as  a  conclusion  ot  law,  that,  as  the  cond^lainl 
declares,  upon  a  transaction  in  which  the  plaintiir  and  Caldwell  were  |oinUy  inter- 
ested on  the  one  side,  and  the  said  defendant  on  the  other,  and  no  proof  was  offered 
which  would  authorize  him  in  holding  that  the  defendants  had  notice  of  such  joint 
account,  therefore  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover. 

(a.)  As  the  transactions  were  in  Caldwell's  name,  plaintiff  must,  in  the  absence  of 
notice  to  the  defendants,  put  himself  in  Caldwell's  place ;  for  this  purpose  the  aasiga- 
ment  is  insuillcient. 

(6.)  Were  the  assignment  good,  he  can  recover  no  more  ihan  Caldwell  was  enti- 
tled to  when  the  first  notice  of  its  being  made  was  given  to  defendants ;  and  it  is 
shown  that  then  CfJdwell  was  indebted  to  defendants. 

{e.)  There  was  sufficient  evidence  to  throw  great  suspicion  on  the  validity  of  the 
assignment  for  any  purpose ;  it  was  made  without  consideration,  evidentiy  ante- 
dated for  the  purpose  ot  working  a  fiwud  upon  the  defendants,  and  for  an  amount 
which  the  testimony  shows  was  one  in  which  plafaitiff  and  Caldwell  had  no  interest 
even  under  their  original  agreement,  if  any  was  ever  made. 

Vn.  That,  if  the  evidence  is  snffldent  to  cast  a  reasonable  doubt  upon  the  good 
frdth  of  the  assignment,  the  referee  was  entitied  to  give  this  defendants  the  benefit 
of  this  doubt,  in  determining  confiicting  evidence,  if  all  other  things  were  equal. 

VIIL  That  the  testimony  fails  to  show  any  joint  interest  between  the  said  plain- 
tiff and  Caldwell,  but  only  goes  so  fSw  as  to  prove  an  agency  on  the  part  of  Cald- 
well; but  also  shows  that  no  notice  that  Bead  was  principal  in  the  two  bandied 
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allar  (his  nlatioa  had  oeaaed  to  eadat 

DL  That  whatever  relationa  may  have  ezkted  between  Read  and  Caldwell  as 
hetweeu  themielves,  as  Caldwell  as  agent  mixed  his  principal's  business  with  his 
•wn  so  aa  to  be  ondistingoishabie,  and  as  neither  he  nor  his  principal  gave  any 
notice  of  such  agency  to  tbe  defendants,  with  whom  he  was  dealing,  the  loss  of  his 
principals'  money  with  his  own,  embaiked  in  the  general  bnsiness,  is  one  fbr  which 
ke,  Caldwell,  and  not  the  defendants,  is  liable. 

X  That  the  dedaioD  of  the  referee  shoold  be  sostained,  and  the  jndgment  be 


By  the  caurt^  Bockes,  J.  The  defendants  were  brokers 
in  the  cit}r  of  New  York,  and  at  the  request  and  under  the 
direction  of  Qeorge  Caldwell^  junior^  they  made  purchases 
and  sales  of  stocks,  on  some  of  which  transactions  profits 
accrued  and  others  resulted  in  losses.  All  orders  for  pur- 
chases and  all  directions  to  sell  were  by  Caldwell,  and  the 
account  was  kept  in  defendants'  books  in  Caldwell's  name. 
The  defendants  had  no  notice  that  any  other  person  than 
Caldwell  had  or  claimed  to  have  any  interest  in  the  transac- 
tionsy  until  the  account  was  dosed.  How  it  then  stood, 
whether  the  balance  was  in  favor  of  Caldwell  or  the  defend- 

a 

ants,  the  referee  has  omitted  to  find. 

The  action  is  brought  to  recover  the  profits  on  three  sales ; 
which  profits  in  the  aggregate  amounted  to  $492.74,  ignor- 
ing all  other  purchases  and  sales  by  the  defendants  on  Cald- 
well's account.  The  right  of  action  was  made  to  depend  on 
the  averment,  that  the  purchases  and  sale  of  these  particular 
stocks,  were  on  the  joint  account  of  Caldwell  and  the  plain- 
tiff The  refef  ee  finds  and  certifies  the  fact  that  the  evi- 
dence fails  to  establish  or  show,  that  the  purchases  and  sales 
of  these  particular  stocks  were  for  the  plaintifl^,  and  the  said 
Cteorge  Caldwell,  junior,  jointly  or  on  their  joint  account, 
and  he  adds,  '^  I  find  as  conclusion  of  law,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action  without  showing  that 
tiie  purchases  of  the  stock  in  question,  were  made  by  the 
defendants  on  the  account  of  the  plaintiff  and  George  Cald- 
wdl|  junior,  jointly " ;   and  further,  that  ^^this  not  having 


NEW  TOBE  FRAOnCE  BEPOBTa  309 

RMd  agt  J»adoii. 

been  shown^  I  find  and  adjudge^  that  the  complaint  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action^  be  dismissed,"  &c. 

There  is  no  dispute  bnt  that  the  profits  on  these  three 
sales  amounted  to  $492.74,  as  was  claimed.  But  the  defend- 
ants insisted  that  the  purchase  and  sales  were  for  CaldweU^ 
and  on  his  individual  account,  and  not  on  joint  account  of 
Caldwell  &  Read.  The  referee  so  found.  But  was  that  a 
defense  of  itself?  Suppose  it  was  so,  it  would  present  no 
insuperable  difficulty  to  a  recovery,  all  other  difficulties  be- 
ing out  of  the  way,  inasmuch  as  Caldwell  had  assigned  the 
claim  to  Bead,  the  pldntiff ;  and  such  transfer  was  averred 
in  the  pleading.  The  objection  then  to  a  recovery  would 
have  been  simply  and  only  that  the  claim  assigned  to  the 
plaintiff,  was  a  claim  of  Caldwell  alone,  instead  of  a  joint 
claim  of  Caldwell  and  the  plaintiff.  This  would  not  afford  a 
defense.  At  most  it  could  be  deemed  a  mere  variance  between 
the  pleading  and  proof  in  no  way  affecting  the  merits,  and 
which  variance  should  be  disregarded  in  every  state  of  the 
case.  If,  therefore,  it  be  conceded  that  there  was .  in  &ct 
$492.74  due  from  the  defendants  on  the  claim  assigned  by 
CaldWeU  to  the  plaintiff,  as  to  which  there  was  no  dispute, 
the  merefady  that  it  was  Caldwell's  individual  claim,  instead 
of  a  joint  claim  belonging  to  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  should 
not  put  the  latter  to  a  new  suit.  It  could  make  no  differ- 
ence to  the  defendants  in  case  the  demand  was  a  valid  and 
just  one,  to  whom  they  made  payment,  and  the  transfer  to 
the  plaintiff  would  protect  them  against  any  future  claim  by 
CaldwelL  It  was  therefore  erroneous  in  this  case  to  hold,  as 
did  the  referee,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  simply 
because  the  demand  assigned  to  him  was  origlDally  the  de- 
mand of  assignor  alone  instead  of  one  belonging  to  his 
assignor  and  himself  jointly.  If  necessary  an  amendment  of 
the  complaint  should  have  been  made  to  meet  the  objection, 
which  on  the  supposition  that  there  was  no  other  defense, 
was  purely  technical  and  without  merit.    There  was  not, 
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howereTi  any  objection  raiaed  to  a  recovery  on  the  ground 
4^  variance. 

But  the  referee  dearly  erred  in  finding  that  the  evidence 
failed  to  ertabliah  the  fact  that  the  purchases  and  sales,  as 
regards  the  three  transactions  mentioned  in  the  complaint^ 
were  made  on  the  joint  account  of  the  plaintiff  and  Cald- 
well. 

I  think  it  clearly  and  indisputably  appears  that  Caldwell 
and  Bead  were  jointly  interested  in  ihe  profits  on  the  sales, 
to  recover  which  profits  this  action  is  brought  I  understand 
both  of  them  to  so  testify,  and  their  testimony  stands  uncon- 
tradicted, except  by  the  fact  that  all  orders  and  directions  in 
regard  to  these  transactions,  were  made  by  Caldwell  alone, 
without  disclosirig  Bead's  connection  with  them.  But  his 
silence  in  regard  to  Bead,  and  the  fact  that  all  orders  and 
directions  came  firom  Caldwell  alone,  are  not  in  conflict  with 
the  undisputed  evidence  that  Bead  was  actually  interested 
in  the  transactions.  As  to  them  he  occupied  the  position  of  a 
silent  partner,  having  in  point  of  fisust  an  interest^  of  which, 
however,  the  defendants  were  ignorant.  Indeed  the  referee 
so  finds  in  substance,  if  not  in  direct  terms.  In  his  tenth 
finding  he  says :  ''I  find  that  Daniel  S.  Bead  and  George 
Caldwelli  Jr.,  agreed  between  themselves  to  purchase  and 
sell  together*  said  two  hundred  shares  of  Cumberland  Coal 
stock  and  said  one  hundred  shares  of  New  York  Central 
Bailroad  stock,  and  that  Qeorge  Caldwell,  Jr.  was  to  have 
half  of  the  profits  on  such  purchase  and  sale  for  transacting 
the  business,  and  Daniel  S.  Bead  the  other  half;  but  that 
defendants  had  no  knowledge  of  such  agreement*'  (foL  100). 
This  finding  of  the  referee  is  abundantiy  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  and  the  case  therefore  shows  that  Caldwell  &  Bead 
were  jointly  interested  in  the  profits  resulting  from  the  sales 
of  the  stocks  alluded  to,  the  same  having  been  |>urchased  and 
sold  in  fikct,  for  their  joint  benefit,  the  purchases  and  sales 
were  none  the  less  on  their  joint  account,  because  the  orders 
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were  by  Caldwell  alone,  without  any  disclosure  of  Bead's 
interest. 

My  conclusion  then  is^  that  the  tenth  finding  of  &ct  by 
the  referee  is  carrect,  and  that  the  seventh  and  ninths  wherein 
he  finds  that  Caldwell  Ss  Bead  were  not  jointly  interested  in 
the  profits  resulting  fi-om  the  purchase  and  sale  of  these 
stocks  are  erroneous.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  the  $492.74  profits,  because  it  turns 
out  in  point  of  fact,  that  he  had  an  interest  in  such  profits 
jointly  with  CaldwelL  He  cannot  isolate  these  items  of 
profits  firom  Caldwell's  general  account  and  recover  them, 
simply  for  the  reason  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  other 
transactions  going  to  make  up  the  whole  account  from  which 
losses  resulted.  ^  The  defendants,  having  been  permitted  and 
induced  to  act  and  deal  with  Caldwell  in  ignorance  of  Bead's 
interest  or  rights  in  the  transactions,  may  insist  that  the 
entire  dealings  shall  be  closed  as  if  Caldwell  only  had  been 
interested.  They  may  insist  upon  all  equities  existing 
between  them  and  Caldwell  alone,  as  regards  the  entire  deal- 
ings, and  the  plaintiff  can  recover  only  such  sum  as  shall 
appear  to  be  due  Caldwell  on  balancing  the  account.  Bead 
put  Caldwell  forward  to  act,  or  had  permitted  him  to  act  for 
and  in  behalf  of  both,  but  in  his  individual  name,  without 
disclosing  his  true  position.  Those  with  whom  he  thus  dealt 
had,  tod  still  have  the  right  to  hold  him  to  the  position  he 
was  permitted  to  assume,  as  regards  any  daim  made  by  Bead 
having  its  origin  in  these  transactions.  The  case  in  this 
regard  is  like  tiiat  of  principal  and  agent  where  the  agent  i$ 
permitted  to  act  and  does  act  in  his'  own  name  without  dis- 
closing his  agency.  In  such  case  he  may  be  treated  as  prin- 
cipal and  the  right  of  set-off  and  all  other  equities  attach  as 
if  he  were  in  fact  the  principal  and  alone  interested  in  the 
transactions,  and  although  the  principal  may  step  in  and 
assert  his  rights  he  will  be  held  to  take  the  place  of  his  agent, 
and  to  have  no  other  rights  than  those  which  his  agent  could 
have  enforced  had  he  been  principal  instead  of  agent.    (24 
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Wend.  458 ;  2  Kentj  632 ;  26  Haw.  622-^.)  In  this  caw, 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  should  have  been  regarded  as  occupy* 
ing  Caldwell's  place,  and  the  examination  of  the  dealings 
between  him  and  the  defendants  should  have  been  pursued 
further  than  seems  to  have  been  done  on  the  trial,  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  what  sum,  if  any,  remained 
due  him  on  his  account  with  the  defendants.  If  the  bal- 
ance was  against  Caldwell  on  the  entire  account,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover.  If  in  his  favor  a  recovery  could 
be  had  for  such  balance,  not  exceeding  in  any  event,  the 
profits  on  the  three  sales  specified  in  the  complaint.  It 
seems  that  evidence  was  offered  showing  how  the  account 
stood,  which  was  excluded  on  plaintiff's  objection.  In  the 
view  I  take  of  this  case,  this  evidence  should  have  been 
admitted.  But  without  it  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  entitled  to 
recover.  So  the  plaintiff  objected  to  its  admission,  and  it  was  not 
considered  in  deciding  the  case,  yet,  notwithstanding  it  was 
ignored,  the  plaintiff  was  defeated  whereas,  such  evidence 
being  excluded  or  ignored,  he  should  have  recovered. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said  that  no  set-off  or  equities  in  defend- 
ants' favor  were  set  up  in  the  answer.  I  am  not  prepared 
to  hold  that  it  was  necessary  to  state  in  the  answer  in  this 
case,  that  the  claim  in  suit  was  part  of  a  running  account 
between  the  defendants  and  the  plaintiff's  assignor.  If  the  ' 
evidence  showed  such  fact,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recovei 
without  showing  a  balance  on  the  whole  account,  as  I  think. 
But  however  this  might  be,  if -objection  should  be  made  on  tiiat 
ground,  an  [amendment  would  meet  the  difficulty,  and  it 
would  be  at  once  allowed  with  a  view  to  the  attainment  of  I 
substantial  justice  between  the  parties.  It  is  plain,  I  think, 
that  the  case  was  disposed  of  on  a  wrong  theory. 

The  findings  of  hct  so  far  as  the  referee  has  gone,  seems 
well  supported  by  the  evidence,  except  the  seventh  and 
ninth,  which,  however,  are  corrected  by  the  tenth.  Bat 
the  referee  should  have  gone  one  step  further  and  stated  how 
the  whole  account  stood  between  Caldwell  and  the  defend- 
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ants.  This  was  necessary  to  the  proper  disposition  of  the 
case;  and  when  seen  what  the  judgment  should  be,  would 
be  yerj  plain. 

Judgment  reversed;  new  trial  ordered;   costs  to  abide 
the  event ;  reference  discharged. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT.  ' 
John  McClave,  respondent  agt  E.  T.  Maynabd,  appellant. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  a  real  ertaU  hroier,  had  been  employed  by  the  defendant  to 
•ell  or  exchange  for  him  certain  real  estatei  a  farm  and  four  lots ;  the  farm  he 
wonld  sell  for  ^5,000,  or  would  exchange  the  whole  for  $13,000 ;  and  agreed  to 
pay  plaint's  oomminions  at  the  rate  of  two  and  a  naif  per  cent :  After  a  pur- 
ehaser  had  been  introdooed  to  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  and  some  considerable 
delay  at  negotiationB,  at  which  the  defendant  became  diaaatidfied,  and  reqaested 
the  plaintiff  to  And  him  another  porohaaer,  bat  upon  plaintiff's  request  negotia- 
tions were  renewed,  and  an  exchange  finaUy  made,  bat  the  defendant  insisted  that 
the  pnrchaser  shoald  pay  the  plaintiff's  commissions,  which  was  agreed  to  by  the 
plamtiff  in  a  note  to  defendant,  by  the  purchaser,  as  follows : 

"Ifr.  B.  (the  purchaser),  has  agreed  to  assume  the  payment  of  your  commissions 
on  the  exchange  of  property  between  you.  Therefore^  whatever  you  do  will  be 
in  consideration  of  that  fact"    **  Mr.  B.'a  promise  is  satisfactory  to  me.'' 

Btldf  that  evidenoe  offisred  by  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  this  note, 
under  the  question :  *'  At  the  time  yon  (the  purchaser)  received  the  letter  from 
McClave  (plaintiff),  what  was  said  between  you  V-  should  have  been  rsoeived, 
and  it  was  error  to  exclude  it,  as  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the  amount  of  conunia- 
dons  fixed  with  B.,  the  purchaser,  was  $100,  provided  the  valuation  was  $5,000, 
as  he  represented  it  to  be ;  when  In  fiict,  the  amoont  of  the  exchange  was 

|i3,ooa 

Any  thing  said  by  the  plaintiff  relating  to  the  subject  in  oontroversy,  was  admissi- 
ble, when  offered  by  the  defendant 

New  York  Chneral  Term^  January^  1867. 

B^ore  Lbonard,  P.  J. ;  iNaBAHAM  ani  ClebkB;  Jtistices. 

Action  to  recover  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars, 
amount  of  commissions  for  negotiating  the  sale  or  exchange 
of  real  estate.  The  plaintiff  is  a  real  estate  broker  in  this 
city.  The  defendant,  in  or  about  the  month  of  December, 
1863,  was  a  iesident  and  the  owner  of  certain  real  estate,  at 
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Caldwell  in  New  Jersey,  which  estate  coneisted  of  a  farm 
and  four  bouses.  Id  the  month  of  December  he  called  on 
the  plaintiff,  as  a  broker,  and  desired  him  to  sell  or  exchange 
this  reaL  estate  for  him.  The  drfendant  instructed  the  plain- 
tiff to  sell  the  farm  for  $6^000^  or  to  exchange  the  whob 
property.  Directed  the  plaintiff  to  find  a  purchaser,  and  send 
him  to  defendant,  and  he  would  pay  the  plaintiff  commis- 
sions upon  what  was  sold. 

The  plaintiff  found  a  purchaser  for  defendant's  real  estate, 
and  introduced  such  purchaser  to  the  defendant.  The  defend- 
ant and  the  purchaser,  whose  name  was  Beach,  entered  into 
a  contract  by  which  the  defendant  was  to  give  Beach  his 
real  estate  in  New  Jersey  for  New  York  and  Brooklyn  prop- 
erty, at  a  valuation  of  $13,000. 

The  defendant  passed  his  property,  under  this  contract,  on 
the  9th  of  April,  1864,  with  the  understanding  that  he  was 
to  pay  commissions  to  the  plaintiff.    By  the  terms  of  the 
contract  entered  into  by  defendant  and  Beach  it  appealed 
on    the    trial,   that    the    commissions   due  from   the  de- 
fendant to  the  plaintiff  were  to  be  paid  by  Beach.    This  con- 
tract bet\i  een  Beach  and  the  defendant  was  concealed  by 
them  from  the  plaintiff,  and  he  had  no  knowledge  of  its  ex- 
istence, or  of  its  terms  and  consideration,  until  just  previous 
to  commencing  this  suit,  and  long  after  the  exchange  had 
been  concluded.    On  the  8th  of  April,  1864,  when  the  de- 
fendant and  Beach  were  about  passing  the  title,  the  defend- 
ant sent  Beach  to  the  plaintiff  to  arrange  about  his  (defend- 
ant's) commissions,  and  to  procure  from  the  plaintiff  soma 
writing  which  defendant  might  hold  as  a  bar  to  any  claim 
which  the  plaintiff  might  make  against  him  for  commissions. 
Mr.  Beach,  in  obedience  to  the  directions  of  defendant, 
went  to  the  plaintiff  and  arranged  for  defendant's  commis- 
sions, by  agreeing  to  assume  them,  stating  to  the  plaintiff 
that  the  property  exchlanged   by  the  defendant   was  but 
S5,000. 
The  plaintifl^  relying  upon  the  statements  of  Beach,  fixed 
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tiie  amount  of  defendant's  commismons  at  $100,  provided  the 
▼Bloation  was  $5,000 ;  and,  thereupon,  at  the  direction  of, 
Beach)  notified  the  defendant  that  Beach  had  agreed  to  as- 
sume the  payment  of  his  commissions,  and  that  Beach's 
promise  was  satis&ctory.  The  plaintiff)  by  reason  of  the 
presentations  of  Beach »  was  induced  to,  and  at  the  dicta- 
tion of  Beach,  did  write  the  following  letter : 

^'  Mr.  B.  (the  purchaser),  has  agreed  to  assiune  the  pay- 
ment of  your  commissions  on  the  exchange  of  property  be- 
tween you.  Therefore,  whatever  you  do  will  be  in  consid- 
eration of  that  facf  ^'  Mr.  B.'s  promise  is  satisfactory  to 
me.*' 

The  defendant's  answer  admits  the  employment  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  he  negotiated  the  exchange  of  defendant's 
property,  and  it  (appears,  by  the  de/endanPs  oum  shornng^  that 
the  property  exchanged  by  him  was  passed  at  $13,000.  The 
defendant,  in  his  answer,  as  defense  to  this  action,  avers  that 
the  plaintiff  agreed  with  the  purchaser  of  the  defendant's 
property,  that  the  commissions  chargeable  to  the  defendant 
on  said  exchange  should  be  borne  and  paid  by  the  purchaser, 
as  the  payer  of  said  commissions,  in  the  place  and  stead  of 
the  defendant,  and  so  notified  the  defendant ;  and,  on  the 
trial,  in  support  of  this  agreement,  he  ofibred,  as  evidence, 
the  paper  writing  marked  ''A." 

It  is  admitted  that  the  defendant  exchanged  property 
to  the  value  of  $13,000,  with  Beach,  and  upon  which  com- 
missions were  chargeable. 

The  defendant  insists  that  this  agreement  and  .paper  writ- 
ing marked  '^A,''  form  a  perfect  discharge  of  defendant  from 
all  liability  exceeding  $100;  that  a  tender  of  of  that  sum 
has  been  made  by  Beach  to  plaintiff 

The  plaintifi  admits  that  Beach  promised  and  agreed  to 
pay  defendant's  Qomndssions,  and  that  he  wrote  exhibit  ^^A." 
and  sent  it  to  the  defendant.  He  swears,  however,  that  he 
was  induced  to  accept  that  agreement,  and  write  exhibit  '^A." 
by  reason  of  the  fraudulent  statements  made,  by  Beach  to 
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him^  Id  reference  to  the  amount  of  property  exchanged  by 
the  defendant;  that  defendant  had  sent  Beach  to  the 
pLiintiff  to  arrange  about  defendant's  commissionS|  and,  m 
reply  to  the  request  of  the  defendant,  made  through  Beach, 
the  plaintiff  accepted  the  agreement  and  promise  of  Beach  to 
pay  defendant's  conunissions,  and  wrote  and  sent  to  defend- 
ant exhibit  ^'  A.''  The  plaintiff  swears  that  Beach  had  been 
sent  to  him  by  defendant  for  the  express  purpose  of  arrang- 
ing about  defendant's  conunissions,  and  that  Beach  then  sta- 
ted to  plaintiff  that  defendant  had  exchanged  but  $5,000 
worth  of  property. 

The  plaintiff  swears  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  contract 
between  defendant  and  Beach.  The  defendant  admits  that 
he  did  not  tell  the  plaintiff  of  that  contract  Beach  swears 
that  he  did  not  show  it  him. 

The  defendant  and  Beach  had  each  a  copy  of  the  contract, 
but  admit  that  they  did  not  allow  the  plaintiff  to  see  it. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  Beach  had  been  sent  to  him  by 
defendant  to  arrange  about  (bis)  defendant's  commissions. 
This  evidence  of  the  plaintiff  fixing  Beach  as  the  agent  of 
the  defendant,  is  not,  in  any  form,  denied  by  defendant  or 
Beach.  The  plaintiff  further  testified  that,  in  arranging  about 
the  defendant's  commissions,  Beach  firaudulently  and  deceit- 
fully represented  to  plaintiff  that  the  only  property  that  the 
defendant  exchanged  was  that  contained  in  exhibit  1,  at 
$5,000.  The  plaintiff  testified  that,  under  these  fraudulent 
representations  made  by  Beach  and  the  deceit  practiced  by 
him  in  being  silent  as  to  the  full  amount  of  the  exchange,  he 
accepted  the  agreement  and  promise  of  Beach,  and  wrote 
exhibit  ^^  A."  The  plaintiff  testified  that  ^^  the  amount  fixed 
with  Beach  was  $100,  provided  the  valuation  was  $5,000. 
This  evidence  is  not  denied  by  Beach  or  defendant.  As  to 
the  tender  there  is  no  evidence  showing  that  Beach  made  a 
tender  of  $100  for  the  commissions  of  the  defendant  exclu- 
sively, but  that  he  coupled  with  it  a  discharge  of  himself 
from  all  liability. 
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L  The  original  employment  of  plaintiff  to  aell  or  exchange  the  property  cannol 
be  held  binding  opon  defendant 

BecaoMi 

L  Whatever  may  baye  been  the  terms  and  oondidons  of  that  employ ment,  the' 
whole  matter  was  abandoned  and  rescinded. 

I>efendant  notified  plaintiff  to  proenre  another  porchaaer-^at  he  wonld  not  deal 
withBeaeh. 

And  when  plaintiff  informed  Beach  of  the  feet,  and  offered  to  take  $100  for  hif 
eommiaeionB  if  negodations  were  renewed ;  and  agun  when  be  agreed  in  writing 
to  look  to  Beach  for  his  commissions,  be  consented  to  and  acquiesced  in  the  recision 
of  the  original  agreement 

Hint  agreement,  therefore,  was  wholly  at  an  end. 

One  who  employs  another  to  do  certain  work  for  him  may  countermand  the  order, 
and  the  other  has  no  right  to  proceed  ftutber.    {Ctarh  agt  MwnigliA,  1  2>«a.  317.) 

2.  Becaose  a  new  agreement  was  snbstitated  in  place  of  the  original  employ-    . 
ment 

And  this  was  done  at  plahitift's  request  or  on  his  consent  In  either  case,  the 
recision  was  complete  and  bidding  upon  plaintaffi  upon  his  own  authority  and 
aoquieeeence. 

n.  The  law  jusUy  applied  to  the  fects  of  this  case  should  estop  the  plaintiff  from 
maintaining  any  claim  against  defendant 

1.  Thcr  original  employment  was  verbal.  The  transaction  was  an  exchange  of 
property,  in  which,  according  to  the  droumstances,  or  agreement  of  parties,  either 
might  be  liable  for  commissions.  Both  could  not  be.  ( WcOtiaii  agt  CautaUy  1  S, 
D.  SwUth,  65 ;  Vanderpoel  agt  Keamt^  2  ui  170;  IHiUap  agt  Bichardij  2  id.  181 ; 
Ptigily  agt  Ifarray,  4  icL  245.) 

And  the  parties  were  as  competent  to  change  the  agreement  as  they  were  to  make 
it  originally. 

2.  A  new  arrangement  was  made,  as  we  have  seen  under  point  I.,  and  plaintiff 
dothed  his  acquiescence  m  writing,  and  became  one  ot  the  contracting  parties  to 
that  change. 

3.  But,  more  than  this,  he  was  a  principal  actor.  He  informed  Beach  of  the 
abandonment,  and  with  an  eye  to  oommisrions,  requested  Beach  to  see  defendant 
and  renew  negotiations. 

And  whether  be  offered  to  take  $100,  or  consented  to  it  on  Beach's  offer,  it  was 
by  his  own  procurement  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  upon  terms  wholly  or  in  part  orig- 
ini^g  with  himself  that  the  thing  was  accomplished. 

4.  Besides  this,  defendant  made  it  an  express  condition  that  Beach  alone  should 
settle  with  plaintiff  for  his  commissions. 

5.  To  Booh  a  ease  the  law  of  estoppel  eminently  applies. 

Plaintiff^s  acts  having  influenced  the  conduct  of  defendant  must  conclude  the  for- 
mer.   (1  erttnUafoh  JB9.,  $$  27, 195,  196,  207.) 

The  present  claim  is  inconsistent  with  plaintiff's  consent  and  ligreement,  upon 
which  alone  defendant  acted.  {8et  Plumb  agt  OaUarauffUt  Chimtjf  MiUual  Intwf 
amcs  Co.,  18  if.  T.  J2.,  (4  Smith,)  902.) 

IIL  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  new  arrangement  was  an  agreement  to  answer 
for  the  debt  of  another. 

1 .  Beach  was  as  competent  to  bind  himself  as  defendant— and  this  he  might  do  vwb» 
ally  or  otlierwise,  for  the  old  agreement  was  abandoned  when  he  and  plaintit^pU&  -  *  ^ 
ned  the  scheme  of  renewal.  ^^    />       \ 


^ 
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S:  B— eh  ww  a  party  to  the  •xdumge,  and  siooe  In  looh  oate  th«  broker  eamoi 
reeorer  eommiflBioiu  of  both.  ( Waikint  agt*  OwualL,  1  S.  D.  Smitk^  65,  and  otk» 
mum  cUed  above.)  Plaintiirs  eleetion  and  his  agreement  to  look  to  Beach  moat  be 
eoneloirfye  to  bind  him  and  plalntiflU 

3.  In  any  event  the  agreement  is  binding  upon  plaintiff,  being  in  writing,  and 
apon  BoiBeient  oonaideTation. 

4.  As  where  a  broker  is  paid  by  the  pnrobaser  he  cannot  recover  of  the  seller 
employer.    {DMtUop  agt  BiekainUt  S  JV.  2>.  AatO;  181.) 

So  where  there  ia  an  agreement  for  snch  payment,  the  broker  most  rriy  npoo 
that 

IV.  It  was  said  upon  the  trial— and  may  be  urged  here  that  plaintiit  is  not  con* 
eluded  by  the  new  arrangementi  because  he  was  misled  into  the  belief  that  the  prop- 
erty ezahanged  was  only  ^^,000, 

There  is  no  proof  or  pretence  that  defendant  praetioed  any  deception,  and  tlie 
•nly  evidence  that  Beach  did  is  that  of  plaintiff  alone ;  and  apon  this,  in  some  mya- 
terioQS  way,  through  the  agency  of  Beach,  defendant's  liability  is  sought  to  be 
revived. 

Plaintiff  testifies  that  when  he  wrote  exhibit  "A."  he  did  not  know  the  exact 
amount — that  he  wrote  it  and  made  the  promise  on  the  supposition  that  only  $5,000 
ef  property  passed — that  he  wrote  it  before  he  ascertained  that  $13,000  was  the 
value  I  and  that  it  was  about  the  time  that  Beaoh  told  bim  it  was  $5,000.  And  yet 
m  the  same  breath  he  says  that  Beach  stated  to  him  that  the  property  described  in 
exhibit  1,  was  all  that  passed. 

Now  it  was  this  very  property  that  he  was  employed  about;  he  knew  it  was  ex- 
changed, while  exhibit  1,  shows  upon  its  fiice  that  the  fisrm  alone  was  valned  at 
$5,000,  and  there  were  four  houses  in  addition. 

Moreover,  defendant  says  he  oiftered  the  fenn  at  $5,000,  or  to  exchange  the  whole 
at  $13,000 ;  and  be  left  also  a  'description  of  the  four  houses,  and  Beach  testifies  that 
he  stated  the  value  to  plaintiff  at  $13,000. 

A  plaintiff  uncorroberated,  who  sometimes  keeps  books,  and  sometimes  not— who 
never  enters  half  his  commissions,  and  made  no  entry  in  this  case,  who  contradicts 
the  very  basis  of  his  employment,  and  who  is  disputed  by  two  witnesses,  cannot  be 
veiled  upon  to  show  that  he  was  deceived.  ' 

y.  The  referee  erred  in  denying  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  complaint 

1.  There  was  no  evidence  that  the  pn)perty  was  sold  oi  exchanged  for  the  defend- 
ant,  but  on  the  contrary,  it  was  actually  for  Beach. 

r     S:  It  was  abundantly  shovm  that  wliatever  plaintiff's  commisaions  were  to  be, 
plaintiff  was  to  look  to  Beach  for  them,  and  not  to  defendant 

8.  The  plaintiff,  if  misled,  should  look  to  Beach  for  redressi 

VL  The  referee  erred  in  excluding  evidence  when  offered  by  defendant,  of  what 
was  said  between  Beach  and  plaintiff,  when  exhibit  ''A."  was  written,  and  in  ad- 
mitting the  aame  evidence  when  offered  for  plaintiff. 

Which  ever,  ruling  was  right,  the  other  must  be  wrong. 

TIL  The  findings  of  the  referee  are  against  law  and  evidence,  and  wholly  eiron^ 
#08,  and  for  reasons  stated  In  the  exceptions  to  that  report,  the  judgment  diouU  be 
raversed. 

Henbt  Dailt,  Jt.^  for  phinUfft  respondent. 


JFInt  The  employment  of  the  plaintiff  by  defendant  to  exchange  hia  property, 
and  that  the  property  was  exchanged  at  a  valuation  of  $18,000,  is  admitted.  The 
enly  question  left  for  decision  is,  can  the  verbal  promise  and  agreement  of  Beach  to 
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HiA  plakitiir  to  pay  the  defendant't  debt  for  eommiMione,  and  the  notification  bj 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  that  this  promise  and  agreement  of  Beach  was  satisfbotoiy, 
be  set  np  as  a  yalid  bar  to  this  actiont 

I.  The  agreement,  as  set  np  in  the  answer,  or  appears  in  the  eridenoe,  is  not  in 
writing,  ezpreeses  no  oonsideration,  and  is  therefore  Toid  by  the  statnte  of  frands. 
It  is  an  agreement  to  answer  for  the  debt  of  another.  (2  B,  S,  331,  $  2,  tub.  3 ; 
Scksbdt  agt  Palmer,  25  Bari>,  JB.  179;  Brmttm'  agt.  SUtneSf  4  8dd.  iS.  307;  Mai- 
lory  agt.  GUUti.  23  B<uh.  B,  610.)* 

8teoML  The  defendant  sent  Beach  to  the  plaintiff  to  arrange  abont  the  eommi^ 
sions,  and  Beach,  in  obedience  to  snch  instmctions,  did  arrange  for  the  commissions, 
bj  agreeing  to  assnme  or  pay  them  liimself,  stating  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  valoatioa 
of  the  property  passed  was  only  $5,000,  and  the  plaintiff,  relying  upon  the  represen- 
tations of  Beach,  wrote  and  sent  to  the  defendant  the  paper  marked  **  A."  The  rep* 
rasentations  of  Beach  were  fidse  and  deceitful  and  the  plaintiff  was  miried. 

II.  The  agreement  set  np  in  the  answer,  or  as  proven  on  the  trial,  and  the  notice 
of  it  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  even  if  the  statnte  of  frauds  did  not  apply,  are 
inoperative  and  void,  and  have  no  binding  force  upon  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the' 
trand  and  deception  practiced  by  Beach.  The  defendant,  having  sent  Beach  to  the 
plaintiff  to  arrange  for  the  commissions,  amttUuUd  Btack  hit  agaU  for  that  purpose, 
and  the  defendant  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  Beach  in  making  that  arrangemenU 
{Story  on  Agmey,  (f  134, 135;  Jeffanon  agt.  Bigehto,  13  Wend.  518.) 

IIL  The  paper  writing  marked  "  A.**  and  produced  in  evidence,  on  the  trial,  by 
the  defendant,  is  simply  written  proof  of  the  verbal  agreement  and  promise  of  Beach 
to  pay  the  debt  of  the  defendant,  and  a  notice  to  the  defendant  that  Beach  had  made 
snch  agreement  and  promise  to  the  plaintiff,  and  ia  no  manner  eontaiiu  i^ordt  of  re- 
leaee  and  dUeharge. 

IV.  The  referee's  finding  of  iSset  will  not  be  disturbed  unless  grossly  against  evi* 
dence,  and  is  as  conclusive  as  the  verdict  ofn  Jury. 

Ingbaham,  J.  I  think  the  referee  erred  in  exclading  the 
evidence  offered  at  folio  51.  The  question  was,  what  was 
said  between  them  when  the  defendant  received  the  letter 
from  Mcdave.    This  was  excluded. 

Previous  to  that,  McClave  had  on  proof  of  his  letter  to 
defendant  saying  that  he  would  accept  Mr.  Beach's  promise 
to  pay  the  commissions^  stated  that  at  that  time  he  was  not 
informed  as  to  the  exact  amount  that  had  passed  between 
them,  and  he  was  also  permitted  to  state  what  his  supposi- 
tions were  when  he  wrote  that  letter.  It  was  clearly  the 
right  of  the  defendant  to  show  what  conversation  passed 
between  them  when  the  letter  was  delivered.  It  was  not 
negotiation  previous  to  writing  the  letter,  but  what  took 
place,  when  defendant  received  it. 

In  addition  to  this,  if  the  defendant  acted  on  the  plain 
tiffs  letter,  and  was  guilty  of  no  fraud,  it  would  be  immater- 
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ial  what  the  plaintiff  supposed  was  the  amoant.  He  chose 
to  take  Beach  for  his  pay-master  rather  than  have  the  con- 
tract fail;  and  on  his  promise  to  do  so  the  defendant  acted. 

If  Beach  deceived  him,  the  plaintiff  is  not  responsible. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  case'  referred  back 
to  referee. 

Leonard,  J.  The  evidence  excluded  at  fol.  51  was  admiss- 
ible. It  related  to  an  admission  by  plaintiff,  and  was  offered 
by  defendant.  Anything  said  by  the  plaintiff  relating  to  the 
subject  in  the  controversy  was  admissible,  when  offered  by 
defendant. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  costs  to  abide  the 
event. 

Clerkk,  J.,  dissenting.  When  the  defendant  first  called 
upon  the  plaintiff,  he  employed  the  latter  to  sell  for  him  a 
farm  in  New  Jersey,  consisting  of  sixty-five  acres,  which  he 
valued  at  five  thousand  dollars ;  he  also  said  he  had  other 
property,  which  he  wanted  to  sell ;  he  promised  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  a  commission  at  the  rate  of  two  and  a  half  per  cent. 
The  property  other  than  the  farm,  which  he  wanted  to  sell, 
consisted  of  four  houses,  also  in  New  Jersey.  The  defend- 
ant testifies  that  he  called  upon  the  plaintiff  in  December, 
1863,  or  January,  1864,  and  ofibred  to  sell  the  farm  for  five 
thousand  dollars,  or  to  exchange  the  whole  for  thirteen 
thousand  dollars.  Both  parties  testify  that  the  plaintiff  in- 
troduced a  Mr.  Beach  to  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of 
negotiating  an  exchange  of  this  property  in  New  Jersey  for 
property  which  Mr.  Beach  owned  in  New  York  and  Brook- 
lyn. They  agreed  on  the  exchange ;  but  the  defendant  says 
be  became  dissatisfied  in  consequence  of  Beach's  dilatoriness 
in  consummating  the  bargain,  and  he  says  he  told  the  plaintiff 
to  procure  him  another  purchaser;  but,  within  a  few  days 
after.  Beach  called  and  satisfactorily  explained  the  cause  of 
the  delay,  and  the  bargain  was  consummated,  the  defendant's 
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property  being  estimated  in  the  exchange  at  thirteen  thous- 
and dollars.  Afterwards,  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  receive  one 
hundred  dollars  for  his  commissions^  and  to  look  to  Beach  for 
the  payment  of  this  sum.  But  the  plaintiff  testifies  that  he 
promised  to  do  this  because,  from  defendant's  silence  and 
from  what  Beach  had  expressly  told  him,  he  believed  that 
the  property  of  the  defendant,  which  was  disposed  of,  was 
only  of  the  value  of  five  thousand  dollars.  If  this  is  true,  he 
was  certainly  not  bound  by  this  promise,  even  if  it  amounted 
in  all  other  respects  to  a  valid  agreement.  The  referee  gave 
credence  to  the  plaintiff's  testimony  on  this  point,  in  prefer- 
ence to  that  of  the  defendant,  and  I  see  no  reason  why  his 
conclusion  should  be  disturbed. 

With  regard  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence  at  fol.  51,  this 

evidence  was  actually  admitted  at  another  stage  of  the  trial, 
and  was  fully  submitted  to  the  referee. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


•  »» 


SUPREME  COURT. 


Halstead  Ford  and  others  agt.  Chiluon  Ford  and  others. 

On  the  trial  of  a  oanse,  the  court  has  no  power,  and  consequently  a  referee  baa 
none,  to  allow  the  amoidiMiit  of  a  pleading  by  mMrtIng  a  imw  cantt  of  action  or  a 
newdeferue. 

If  on  the  trial  such  an  amendment  is  desired,  it  ean  only  be  obtained  by  suspending 
the  trial  or  hearing,  and  applying  on  motion  to  the  tpeoial  tern. 

The  ojnnions  advanced  in  Woodruff  agt.  Dickie  (31  How,  Pr.  B.  164) :  "  that  a  ref- 
eree is  no  longer  an  officer  ot  the  ooort,"  or  that  "  the  oonrt  at  special  term  has  no 
more  power  to  grant  amendments  than  the  oonrt  has  on  the  trial,"  or  "  that  a  ref* 
eiee  has  all  the  powers  of  a  eonrt  at  special  term  to  allow  amendments,"  not  eon 
enrred  in. 

A  nftrte  appdnted  to  hear  and  determine  a  cause  is  always  under  the  control  and 
dkection  of  the  court,  and  may  be  removed  at  its.  pleasure. 

Where  the  referee  on  the  hearing,  makes  an  order  allowing  the  amendment  of  an 
answer  by  inserting  therain  the  defense  of  the  ttataie  of  limiiatvmSf  it  is  an  order 
made  without  authority  j  and  although  it  is  the  subject  of  exception  and  may  b^ 
reviewed  on  appeal  from  any  judgment  which  might  be  entered  on  the  referee's 
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nport ;  the  pblntiff  (•  not  rwtrioted  to  that  mode  of  redress;  he  may  take  the 
more  ezpeditioas  and  lesi  expeonve  mode,  by  moving  at  special  term  to  set  aside 
the  order. 
Hie  special  term  possesses  the  power  to  set  aside  any  order  made  by  a  referee  ia 
the  progress  of  a  eaasoi  which  he  had  not  aothority  to  miOce ;  and  also  the  power 
to  oompel  him  to  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  issaes  referred  to  him  for  determinar 
tkm.  {ThteoMo/UmM  BanUk  mgL  MoU,  IS  Mm.  Pr,  B.  ^i^^  approved  and  Jol- 
lowed.) 

St  Latcrence  County  l^pedal  Term^  June  2dy  1868. 

This  was  an  action  by  cestui  que  trusts  against  their  trus- 
tee and  others. 

The  complaint  was  personally  served;  and  after  a  long  de- 
lay an  answer  was  served ;  to  such  answer  a  demurrer  was 
interposed;  thereupon  the  defendants  served  an  amended 
answer.  Upon  the  issue  thus  joined  the  cause  was^  by  stip- 
ulation, referred  for  trial. 

On  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  defendants  moved  the  referee 
for  leave  to  amend  their  answer  by  adding  a  count  setting 
up  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  referee^  under  plaintiffs' 
objections,  granted  the  motion  and  made  an  order  allowing 
the  amendment,  which  was  made. 

The  final  hearing  of  the  cause  being  adjourned,  pending 
such  postponement,  the  plaintifi  on  notice,  apply  to  this 
court  by  motion,  to  set  aside  the  order  of  the  referee,  and  for 
a  direction  that  he  proceed  to  hear  and  determine  the  cause 
upon  the  issues  referred  to  him  for  trial. 

£.  C.  James,  for  plaintiffs. 
Geo.  Mobris,  for  defendants. 

James,  J.  There  seems  to  be  some  conflict  in  the  decis- 
ions as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  allow  amendments  to 
pleadings  after  issue  joined.  Leave  to  amend  is  asked  for  at 
different  stages  of  the  action ;  sometimes  before  trial,  some- 
times on  the  trial,  and  sometimes  after  trial ;  and  the  differ- 
ence in  the  powers  of  the  court  at  these  different  stages, 
seems  to  have  been  lost  sight  of  in  some  of  the  reported 
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cases.    So,  also;  of  the  powers  of  the  court  at  circuit,  on 
the  trial,  and  the  special  term,  on  motion. 

Before  the  Code,  this  court  possessed  and  exercised  the 
power  of  allowing  amendments  to  pleadings  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  either  party;  a  new 'cause  of  action,  or  a  new  de- 
fense, was  often  allowed  by  amendment.  It  was  a  power 
necessary  to  the  administration  of  justice;  and  the  permis- 
sion for  its  exercise  was  obtained  by  application  to  the  spe- 
cial term  upon  notice. 

The  power  of  the  court  to  allow  such  amendments  being 
conceded,  its  permission  or  refusal,  or  the  tennis  and  condi- 
tions, were  always  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  each  case 
depending  upon  its  own  peculiar  features,  &cts  and  circum- 
stances. 

That  portion  of  the  opinion  in  Woodruff  agt.  Dickie  (31 
How.  Pr.  Rep.  164),  which  asserts,  "that  the  courts  never 
claimed  the  power,  either  at  common  law  or  under  any  pre- 
vious statutes,  to  allow  an  amendment  to  an  existing  plead- 
ing by  the  insertion  of  a  new  and  different  cause  of  action 
or  defense,'^  is  unsound.  It  is  true  courts  never  claimed  the 
power  of  substituting  one  kind  of  action  for  another  by 
amendment,  as  tort  for  assumpsit,  or  vice  versa  ^  but  the 
power  to  add  another  cause  of  action  of  the  same  nature,  or 
another  defense  that  went  to  defeat  the  action,  was  alwa}r8 
claimed,  although,  permission  was  not  always  granted. 
Evfen  the  authorities  cited  by  the  learned  judge  in  Woodruff 
agt.  Dichie  {supra),  do  not  deny  the  power  above  claimed, 
but  negatively  concede  it.  SacJeett  agt.  Thompson  (2  J.  IL 
206),  was  for  leave  to  strike  out  a  single  count  and  add  a  new 
count,  or  for  leave  to  add  two  new  counts.  It  appeared,  that 
a  former  action  for  the  same  cause  had  been  once  tried  and 
plaintiff  non-suited  ;  that  the  present  suit  had  been  four  sev- 
eral times  noticed  for  trial  by  the  plaintiff;  and  on  these 
grounds  the  motion  was  denied ;  not  because  of  the  want  of 
power ;  and  not  one  of  the  authorities  the  r  cited  put  the 
denial  on  the  want  of  power ;  while  in  two  cases,  Bearcrqft 
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agt.  Hundreds  of  Bumham  and  Stone  {Levins^  347)^  and 
Dutchess  of  Marlborough  agt.  Wigman  {Fita.  193),  the 
amendments  were  (Mowed  under  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  each  case ;  thus  asserting  the  power.  Trinder  agt.  Dur- 
ant  (5  Wend,  72),  related  to  a  plea  in  abatement  and  hence 
had  no  application.  WMiams  agt.  Cooper  (1  HiUy  637),  waa 
an  action  of  slander  and  the  declaration  counted  upon  words 
charging  the  stealing  of  apples,  and  the  plaintiff  asked  leave 
to  amend  by  adding  a  couat  for  Stealing  boards ;  the  motion 
was  not  denied  for  the  want  of  power  in  the  court  to  allow 
it,  but  because  the  statute  of  limitations  had  run  against 
the  cause  of  action  sought  to  be  inserted,  and  the  court  said, 
'^  a  new  cause  of  action  would  be  allowed  by  way  of  amend- 
ment, provided  the  suit  intended  to  embrace  it  and  it  was 
'  omitted  through  mistake ;''  here  again  asserting  the  power 
of  the  court  to  grant  amendments  by  inserting  new  causes 
of  action. 

Numerous  cafies  might  be  cited  showing  the  exercise  of 
such  power  by  the  courts ;  but  it  is  unnecessary.  Exper- 
ience has  taught  the  necessity  of  such  a  power.  As  was  said 
by  Justice  Stfrrn  in  Union  Bank  agt.  Mott  (19  How.  Pr.  IL 
267),  "  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  (which  siieh  power  con- 
fers), is  among  the  most  embarrassing  duties  cast  upon  the 
courts,  and  yet  its  existence  and  exercise  is  indispensable  to 
the  proper  administration  of  pubhc  justice."  I,  therefore, 
repeat,  that  independent  of  the  Code,  this  court  at  special 
term  on  motion,  at  any  time  before  verdict,  has  the  power 
to  allow  amendments  to  pleadings,  by  permitting  the  inser- 
tion of  a  new  cause  of  action  or  new  defense.  (Beardsley 
agt.  Stover^  7  How.  294 ;  Harrington  agt.  Sladey  22  Barb. 
161.) 

But  the  power  of  the  court  to  allow  such  an  amendment 
during  the  trial  of  a  causcj  is  another  and  quite  a  different 
thing.  Such  a  power  did  not  exist  before  the  Code,  and  I 
cannot  discover  that*  it  has  been  conferred  by  that  statute. 

In  this  case,  the  application  for  leave  to  amend  was  durin$( 
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the  trial,  and  was  made  to  the  referee.  Before  the  Code,  a 
referee  had  no  power  to  grant  any  amendments  to  the  plead- 
ingSy  in  an  action  pending  before  him ;  by  section  273  of  that 
statute,  referees  are  ^ven  the  same  power  of  amendment  as 
the  court,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  so  that  now  each  tribunal 
has  equal  powers  of  amendment  on  the  trial.  Tj  determine 
this  motion,  it  is  only  necessary  to  ascertain  the  powers  of 
the  court  to  allow  amendments  of  pleadings  on  the  trial. 
Whatever  that  power  is  must  be  deduced  from  chapter  6, 
title  2,  part  2  of  the  Code.  Sections  169  and  170  treat  of 
material  and  immaterial  variances ;  section  171,  of  a  failure 
of  proof;  section  174,  of  mistakes,  and  how  they  may  be 
relieved  against;  section  175,  of  fictitious  names;  section 
176,  of  the  errors  and  defects  that  may  be  disregarded ;  sec- 
tion 177,  of  supplemental  pleading;  section  172,  of  amend- 
ments, as  of  course;  and  section  173,  of  amendments  hy  order 
of  the  court.  The  power  to  allow  the  amendments  asked  for 
in  this  case  is  claimed  in  virtue  of  section  173 ;  and  it  is 
therefore  important  that  it  have  a  careful  analysis,  to  deter- 
mine if  any  such  power  is  given. 

It  is  by  said  section  enacted,  that  ^*  the  court  may,  before 
or  after  judgment,  and  on  such  terms  as  may  be  proper, 
amend  any  pleading,  process  or  proceeding:  1st.  By  adding 
or  striking  out  the  name  of  any  party ;  2d.  By  correcting  a 
mistake  in  the  name  of  any  party ;  3d.  Or  a  mistake  in  any 
other  respect;  4th.  Or  by  inserting  other  allegations  mate- 
riial  to  the  case;  5th.  Or,  when  the  amendment  does  not 
change  substantially  the  claim  or  defense,  by  conforming  the 
pleading  or  proceeding  to  the  facts  proved.^ 

The  amendment  allowed  by  the  referee  did  not  come  within 
!the  first,  second,  third  or  fifth  subdivisions.  It  was  only 
claimed  as  authorized  by  the  fourth  subdivision,  and  that  it 
^came  within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  clause  which  authorized 
the  court  at  any  time  to  amend  a  pleading  "by  inserting  other 
allegations  material  to  the  case."  But  an  amendment  setting 
ap  a  new  cause  of  action  or  defense  is  not  within  the  phrase. 
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'^  other  allegations  material  to  the  case."  The  fair  construc- 
tion and  meaning  of  that  phrase  iS;  that  where' a  cause  of 
action  is  improperly  set  forth  in  the  complaint;  or  defense  in 
the  answer,  or  a  pleading  is  defective  for  any  reason,  the 
court  may,  in  its  discretion,  at  any  stage  of  the  case,  author- 
ize such  imperfection  or  defect  to  be  remedied  by  amend- 
ment, by  inserting  allegations  necessary  to  make  the  case  as 
intended  by  the  original  pleadings;  but  not  to  insert  a  new 
and  distinct  cause  of  action  or  defense.  In  &ct,  the  fifUi 
subdivision  of  section  173  negatives  the  idea  that  the  law 
m&kers  by  said  section  intended  to  vest  in  the  court  the 
power  to  change,  upon  the  trial,  the  substance  and  nature 
of  the  issues  presented  by  the  original  pleadings.  Why 
would  the  legislature  restrict  the  power  of  conforming  the 
pleadings  to  the  facts  proved  to  cases  where  it  did  not 
change  substantially  the  claim  or  defense,  if  by  the  preceding 
subdivision  it  had  empowered  the  court  to  allow  by  amend- 
ment the  insertion  of  a  new  cause  of  action,  or  new  defense? 
Besides,  the  power  given  by  the  fourth  subdivision  may  be 
exercised  at  any  time  before  or  after  judgment ;  and  if  it 
empowed  the  court  to  allow  by  amendment  the  insertion  of 
a  new  cause  of  action  or  defense,  its  exercise  after  judgment 
would  be  disastrous  to  the  party  against  whom  the  amendment 
was  allowed.  The  bare  fact  that  the  power  given  by  the 
whole  173d  section  may  be  exercised  after  judgment,  is  con- 
clusive that  it  did  not  contemplate  the  power  of  setting  up  a 
new  cause  of  action  or  new  defense. 

I  am  aware  that  the  general  term  in  this  district,  in  Van 
Ness  agt.  Btish  (22  How.  481),  held  that  a  referee  on  trial 
has  the  power  to  allow  an  amendment  setting  up  a  new 
defense.  The  members  of  the  court  were  not  united  in  that 
decision,  and  the  case  was  published  without  assent.  The 
cases  cited  in  the  opinion  published  do  not  sustain  the  deci- 
sion. Beardsley  agt.  Stover  (7  How.  Pr,  R.  294)  was  not  an 
amendment  allowed  on  the  trial,  but  was  an  application  at 
^cial  term,  on  notice,  heard  before  trial;  and  the  power 
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of  the  court  at  such  time)  and  on  such  motion,  to  allow  an 
amendment  of  tihe  pleadings,  by  inserting  a  new  cause  of 
action  or  setting  up  a  new  defense,  is  precisely  what  I  assert ; 
but  the  right  to  allow  such  an  amendment  an  the  trial  does 
not  follow.  So,  in  Harrington  agt  Slade  (32  Barb.  164),  the 
motion  was  at  special  term,  before  trial,  for  leave  to  file  a 
supplemental  answer,  and  had  no  bearing  upon  the  question 
of  power  in  the  court  to  allow  a  new  cause  of  action  or 
defense  to  be  inserted  in  a  pleading  by  amendment.  In  view 
of  the  cases  of  CatUn  agt.  H(m$en  (1  Duer^  309)  and  Fagafi 
agt  Davison  (2  2>u^,  153),  in  the  former  of  which  it  was 
held  ^^  that  evidence  could  not  be  given  to  support  a  defense 
different  in  its  entire  scope  and  meaning  from  that  set  up 
in  the  answer,  and  that  the  answer  could  not  be  amended  so 
as  to  let  it  in;^  and  in  the  latter,  '^that  a  judge,  on  the  trial 
of  a  cause,  has  no  power  to  strike  out  the  only  defense  made 
by  the  answer,  and  substitute  another,  different  and  incon- 
sistent ;"  of  the  more  recent  decisions  of  this  court  in  Union 
Bank  agt.  Mott  (18  How.  506 ;  19  How.  114  and  267),  Wood- 
ruff  agt.  Hurson  (32  Barb.  557),  Dunnigan  agt.  Orummey  (44 
Barb.  528),  and  the  higher  authority  of  Everett  agt.  Ven- 
dryes  (19  N.  T.  436),  I  think  I  may  disregard  the  case  of 
Van  Nes8  agt.  Bush  {supra)j  and  follow  these  other  deci- 
sions. 

It  is  quite  certain  that,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  the  court 
has  no  power  to  allow  the  amendment  of  a  pleading  by 
inserting  a  new  cause  of  action  or  a  new  defense.  It  is  also 
clear  that,  if  such  a  power  is  not  possessed  by  the  court  on 
trial,  it  is  not  possessed  by  the  referee.  If,  on  the  trial,  such 
an  amendment  is  desired,  it  can  only  be  obtained  by  suspend- 
ing the  trial,  or  hearing,  and  applying  on  notice  to  the 
special  term. 

I  cannot  subscribe  to  the  opinions  advanced  in  Woodruff 

'  agt  Dickie  {supra)y  "  that  a  referee  is  no  longer  an  officer  of 

the  court,"  or  'Hhat  the  court  at  special  term  has  no  more 

power  to  grant  amendments  than  the  court  has  on  the  trial^* 
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or  '^  that  a  referee  has  all  the  powers  of  a  court  at  q^edal 
term  to  allow  amendments."  A  referee  appointed  to  hear 
and  determine  a  cause  is  always  under  the  control  and 
direction  of  the  court,  and  may  be  removed  at  its  pleasure; 
and  the  difference  between  the  powers  of  the  special  term, 
and  the  court  at  circuity  on  the  trial,  or  the  reference,  I  have 
endeavored  to  demonstrate* 

It  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  referee  had  not  authoriiy  to 
make  the  order  sought  to  be  set  aside.  But  it  is  insisted 
that  the  plaintiffi  have  mistaken  their  remedy;  tlKtt  they 
cannot  have  relief  by  motion  before  verdict,  but  must  except 
to  the  referee's  ruling  and  appeal  to  the  general  term,  after 
judgment.  It  is  no  doubt  true  that  the  order  of  the  referee 
was  the  subject  of  exception,  and  might  doubtlees  be 
reviewed  on  appeal  from  any  judgment  that  might  be 
entered  on  his  report.  But  the  plaintiffs  were  not  restricted 
to  that  course  for  redress;  they  had  the  right  to  seek  a  more 
•expeditious  and  less  expensive  mode.  The  special  term,  in 
my  judgment,  possesses  the  power  to  set  aside  any  order 
made  by  a  referee,  in  the  progress  of  a  cause,  which  he  had 
not  aiUhority  to  make^  and  also  the  power  to  compel  him  to 
proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  issues  referred  to  him  for  determi- 
nation. Such  was  in  substance  the  decision  of  the  court  in 
Union  Bank  agt.  Mott  (18  How.  Pr.  R  506),  and  in  ^y 
judgment  that  ruling  should  be  followed. 

In  that  view  the  plaintiffii  were  right  in  their  course  of 
proceeding;  and  the  order  of  the  referee,  being  beyond  his 
ppwer  to  grant,  it  must  be  set  aside,  with  $10  costs. 
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N.  Y-  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

Harriet  Butler,  administratrix,  &c.  agt  George  W.  Nilbs 

and  another. 

Wbere  the  eonrt,  in  an  Mtbn  to  setoff  jndgmentB,  direete  raeh  eet  off  upon  eondltioa 
that  the  plaintiff  pay  the  ooets  of  the  aapplementary  prooeedings  instituted  by  the 
defendant  on  the  Judgment  against  the  plaintiff,  and  deliver  to  the  defendant  a 
receipt,  by  the  plaintiff  applying  the  amoant  of  the  defendant's  judgment  outbe 
judgments  held  against  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  cannot  reftue 
to  accept  such  costs  and  receipt,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  properly 

.  exeeate  tuoh  condition,  as  he  would  be  violating  the  ii^junction  in  the  mpplemen- 
tary  proceedings. 

The  acts  required  of  the  plaintiff  are  authorised  by  the  judgment  of  the  court,  which 
ifl  neeeasarily  a  complete  jostifloation  and  protection  to  him  for  all  acta  done 
under  it. 

Besides,  if  the  performance  of  such  condition  could  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  the 
injunction,  it  would  merely  subject  the  pUintiff  to  punishment  as  for  a  contempt, 
and  would  not  render  the  reoeipt  or  the  payment  of  eosts  ineibetaal  or  invalid. 
Therefore  the  defendant  would  have  no  concern  in  the  matter. 

Special  Term^  Marchj  1868. 

This  is  a  motion  for  final  judgment.  The  action  was  com* 
menced  in  February,  1863,  by  Thomas  Butler,  to  set  off  two 
judgments  in  favor  of  one  Francis  Morris  against  the  defendr 
ant  Gteorge  W.  Kiles,  and  assigned  to  Butler,  agamst  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  Niles  against  Butler.  Judgment  in  the 
iiction  was  entered  directing  such  set-off  to  be  made,  and 
that  ^'  upon  a  tender,  in  five  days  after  notice  of  judgment, 
by  or  on  behalf  of  said  Thomas  Butler,  to  the  defendants,  of 
a  receipt  for  so  much  of  the  amount  due  to  said  Butler  upon 
said  two  judgments  assigned  to  him,  as  should  be  equal  to* 
the  amount  due  on  said  judgment  against  him,  together  with 
said  costs  and  expenses,  and  also  a  satisfaction-piece  of  said 
judgment,  and  a  consent  to  be  signed  by  the  said  defendants 
to  discontinue  said  supplemetary  proceedings  and  action  on 
said  judgments,  and  a  receipt  for  the  amount  of  said  costs, 
the  defendants  therein  should  execute  such  satisfaction  piece 
and  receipt.  And  further,  should  the  said  Thomas  Butler 
refuse  or  decline  to  sign  and  file  such  satisfaction  piece,  the 
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the  Bald  complaint  of  the  said  Thomas  Butler  should  be  dis- 
missed with  costs." 

It  was  shown  by  the  moving  papers^  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  that  the  several  receipts,  costs,  satisfaction  piece, 
and  consent  to  discontinue  the  supplementary  proceedings, 
had  been  tendered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  Nilea. 

That  Niles  refused  to  receive  the  costs  or  to  sign  the  satis- 
faction piece,  the  receipt,  or  the  consent.  It  was  further 
shown,  that  the  consent  and  receipt  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffi  required  to  be  given  to  the  defendants,  was  signed  by 
the  pkdntifi,  filed  with  the  clerk  of  this  court,  and  copiei 
served  on  the  defendants. 

It  was  conceded  that  the  plaintiff  had  fully  complied  with 
the  requirements  of  the  judgment,  and  she  now  moves  for 
final  judgment. 

On  the  part  of*the  defendant  it  was  shown,  that  at  the 
time  Butler  signed  the  consent  and  receipt,  he  was  restrained 
by  an  injunction  in  proceedings  supplemental  to  an  execu- 
tion issued  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant  Lee,  upon  a 
judgment  against  Butler  in  favor  of  one  Peter  Morris,  which 
had  been  assigned  to  the  defendant  William  Lee,  from  trans- 
ferring, disposing  of,  or  making  any  other  disposition  of  any 
property  belonging  to  him;  and  it  was  claimed  that,  while 
under  such  restraint,  Butler  could  not  comply  with  the  judg- 
ment in  this  case  and  give  the  receipt  and  pay  the  costs,  as 
required,  and,  therefore,  the  defendants'  refusal  to  accept 
such  receipt  and  costs,  or  to  execute  the  several  papers  on 
his  part,  was  proper. 

J.  E.  BuBRiLL,  for  plamtiff. 
L  T.  WiLiiiAHS,  for  defendants. 

MoNELL,  J.  The  judgment  in  this  case  directed  that  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  Kiles  against  Butler  should  be  set  off 
against  the  judgments  against  Niles  held  by  the  plaintiff, 
thus  absorbing  the  whole  amount  due  on  the  former  judg- 
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ment,  but  leaving  a  balance  due  on  the  latter  judgments. 
The  judgment  also  directed  the  payment  by  Butler  of  the 
costs  of  supplementaiy  proceedings  instituted  upon  the  Niles 
judgment  against  Butler,  and  the  delivery  of  a  receipt  by 
Butler  applying  the  amount  of  the  Niles  judgment  upon  the 
two  judgments  held  by  him,  and  the  payment  of  said  costs, 
are  made  conditions  precedent  to  Niles  being  required  to 
satisfy  his  judgment  against  Butler  and  to  discontinue  the 
supplementary  proceedings. 

It  is  claimed  that  Butler's  giving  the  receipt  or  paying  the 
costs  would  be  a  violation  of  the  injunction  in  the  supple- 
mentary proceedings,  and  therefore  cannot  be  done. 

The  first  answer  to  the  objection  is,  that  the  acts  are 
authorized  by  the  judgment  of  this  court,  in  a  case  within 
its  jurisdiction  and  powers,  both  as  to  the  subject  matter 
and  the  parties ;  which  judgment  is,  necessarily,  a  complete 
justification  for  all  acts  done  under  it.  It  cannot  be  that  an 
act  done  by  the  direction  or  under  the  authority  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  and  powers,  having  before  it  all  the 
parties  to  be  affected,  can  be  questioned  elsewhere.  Lee, 
the  prosecutor  of  the  supplementary  proceedings,  and  who 
alone  can  be  pecuniarily  affected,  is  a  party  to  this  suit  and 
bound  by  the  judgment ;  and  is,  therefore,  in  no  condition 
to  complain  if  a  party  to  the  suit  executes  the  judgment. 
It  is  clear,  I  think,  that  the  judgment  is  a  complete  pro- 
tection to  Butler,  and  he  cannot  be  made  responsible  for  any 
act  or  thing  done  by  him  under  it. 

Second.  At  most,  the  giving  the  receipt  and  paying  the 
costs,  if  it  could  be  regarded  as  a  violation  of  the  injunction, 
would  merely  subject  Butler  to  punishment  as  for  a  con- 
tempt, and  would  not  render  the  receipt  or  payment  ineffec- 
tual or  invalid.  So  that,  even  if  Butler  should  subject  him- 
self to  punishment,  Niles  could  nevertheless  hold  his  costs 
and  retain  his  receipt.  To  do  a  wholly  ineffectual  act, 
although  forbidden  by  an  injunction,  would  hardly  be  deemed 
a  violation  of  it;  and,  therefore,  the  act  must  be  not  only  in 
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defiance  of  the  restraint,  but  must  deprive  the  other  party 
of  some  substantial  right  or  afiect  some  substantial  interest 
In  the  leading  case  of  The  Pecple  agt  Sturtevant  (9  N.  F.  & 
263);  the  act  which  violated  the  injunction^  namely,  fche 
adoption  of  a  resolution  giving  permission  to  construct  a 
railroad;  was  assumed  to  be  valid,  as  respected  the  grantees 
of  the  act;  and  Judge  Johnson  says  (p.  371)  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  resolution  did  not  become  an  effectual 
grant;  and  therefore  no  violation  of  the  command  of  the 
injunction ;  but  to  that  he  could  not  agree,  and  he  held  the 
resolution  was  effectual;  although  passed  in  violation  of  the 
injunction. 

If;  therefore;  the  giving  the  receipt  and  paying  the  <MIm 
are  valid  actS;  as  respects  NileS;  then  the  supposed  violation 
of  the  injunction  which  might  subject  Butler  to  punish- 
ment for  a  contempt  is  a  matter  in  which  Niles  has  no  con* 
cem. 

In  disposing  of  this  question;  I  have  treated  it  as  if  Butler 
was  alive  and  amenable  for  his  acts.  Of  course  the  tender 
of  performance;  long  since  made,  and  the  subsequent  death 
of  Butler,  relieves  the  question  of  all  difficulty ;  as  I  am  sat- 
isfied; for  the  reasons  already  stated,  that  the  tender  was  not 
only  proper;  but  sufficient. 

The  motion  must  be  granted. 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Qabbit  S.  Mott,  appellant  agt  The  TJinoN  Bank  of  the 

city  of  New  York,  respondent. 

An  order  of  arrett,  maj  be  made  to  aooompany  the  rammont,  or  at  so j  tfaae  aftei^ 
wards,  b^ffrtjudgwtmU.  {Code,  $  tSS.)  The  word  *<Jadgiiieiii'*  ben  meatioiiBdy 
ia  defined  to  mean  "the  final  detenninatioB  of  the  rights  of  the  ^fiartiea  in  the 
aetion." 
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A  judgment  obtained  5y  d^nU,  founded  on  allegations  of  frand,  is  snoh  a  judgment. 
Bat  if  the  defiendant  moves  and  obtains  an  order  opening  the  judgment  with  fib- 
erty  to  answer  on  terms,  an  oxder  of  arrest  may  be  issoed  against  him,  notwith- 
standing the  Judgment  is  directed  to  stand  as  security.* 

September'  Tenn^  1867. 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  superior  court  of  the  city  • 
of  New  York,  for  an  alleged  false  imprisonment  of  the  plain- 
tiff. The  defendant  justified  under  an  order  of  arrest  made 
on  the  8th  day  of  December,  1858,  by  a  justice  of  the 
supreme  court,  in  an  action  commenced  in  that  court  by  .this 
defendant,  against  this  plaintiff  and  Jacob  H.  Mott,  for  fraud. 

Parker,  J.  An  order  of  arrest  was  obtained  at  the  com- 
mencement of  that  action,  under  which  Jacob  H.  Mott  was 
arrested  and  held  to  l>ail,  but  this  plaintiff  was  not  found. 
He  subsequently  appeared  in  the  action  by  attorney,  but  put 
in  no  answer  to  the  complaint ;  and  on  the  5th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1858,  judgment  was  taken  against  him  by  default. 
After  this,  and  on  the  11th  day  of  November,  1858,  he  moved 
the  ceurt  to  set  aside  the  default  and  judgment,  whereupon 
the  following  order  was  made :  ^^It  is  ordered,  that  the  said 
defendant  have  leave  to  serve  his  answer  to  the  complaint 
herein  within  ten  days  from  the  date  of  the  entry  of  this 
order,  and  to  proceed  with  his  defense  in  this  action,  upon 
payment  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  of  $22.50,  being  costs  of 
default  and  of  this  motion,  and  also  the  fees  and  charges  of 
the  sheriff  upon  the  execution  issued  in  this  action.  And  it 
is  further  ordered,  that  such  judgment  stand  as  security  for 
the  alleged  indebtedness  of  the  said  defendant  to  the  plain- 

*  KoTB.— Thus  it  woi^l^  Be^m  the  defendant  is  compelled  to  give  doubU  tecwrUy 
for  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  daim — a  jndgment^  which  preserves  all  its  force 
and  vitality  as  a  lien  and  security ;  and  upon  which  execution  against  the  body  can 
be  immediately  issued,  if  the  d^ndant  does  not  succeed  in  his  defense ;  and  an 
undertaking  as  security  upon  issuing  and  service  of  the  order  of  arrest  It  would 
hardly  seem  to  be  the  policy  of  the  law  to  favor  arrest  and  bail  or  imprisonment 
ander  such  circumstances,  although  the  decision  that  the  judgment  thus  opened  and 
modified  is  not  a  final  determination  of  .the  rights  of  the  parties,  as  defined  by  the 
Code,  be  strictly  and  technically  correct. — ^Bbp. 
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tiff."  He  accordingly  paid  the  costs,  fees  and  charges  men- 
tioned in  the  order,  and  served  his  answer  to  the  complaint. 
On  the  8th  of  December  following,  the  order  of  arrest  upon 
which  he  was  arrested  and  held  to  bail,  and  under  which  the 
defendant  justifies,  was  obtained,  tfnd  the  plaintiff  was  arrested, 
and  in  default  of  bail,  committed  to  jail.  For  that  arrest 
and  imprisonment  this  action  is  brought. 

Upon  the  trial  the  court  held  that  the  defendant  was  ju^ 
tified  by  the  order,  and  dismissed  the  complaint,  to  which 
the  plaintiff  excepted.  The  court  ordered  the  exceptions  to 
be  heard  in  the  first  instance  at  the  general  term,  and  that  in 
the  meantime,  judgment  be  suspended.  On  hearing  the  ex- 
ceptions the  general  term  denied  a  new  trial,  and  gave  judg 
ment  for  the  defendant,  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  is 
brought. 

Unless  the  order  of  arrest  upon  which  the  plaintiff  was 
arrested  and  imprisoned  was  void,  the  judgment  is  manifestly 
right.  The  only  question,  then  is,  was  the  order  of  arrest 
unauthorized  and  void  f 

The  only  ground  upon  which  it  is  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  void,  is,  that  it  was  made  after  judgment. 

Section  183  of  the  Code  provides,  in  reference  to  the  mak- 
ing of  the  order  by  the  judge  by  whom  it  was  granted,  that 
*^  the  order  may  be  made  to  accompany  the  summons,  or  at 
any  time  afterwards,  before  judgment.^ 

It  is  clear  that  this  language  is  a  clear  prohibition  of  the 
making  of  the  order  after  judgment,  and  the  reason  obviously 
is,  that  after  judgment  the  need  and  office  of  the  jmmsionai 
remedy  ceases.  If  the  action  is  one  in  which  an  order  of 
arrest  may  be  granted,  upon  the  perfecting  of  judgment 
therein,  an  execution  may  issue  against  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant. There  can  be,  therefore,  no  further  need  of  the 
order  of  arrest.  This  reason  helps  to  construe  the  provision 
and  show  what  is  intended  by  the  word  "judgment,^  as  it 
occurs  in  the  section.  The  court  below,  I  think,  gave  it  the 
correct  meaning,  when  it  held  that  it  meant  in  section  183, 
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what  it  is  defined  to  mean  in  section  245,  to  wit :  ^^  the  final 
determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  action.'' 
Until  such  a  judgment  is  obtained— one  which  may  be  car- 
ried into  effect  by  execution — ^the  point  has  not  been  reached 
where  the  provisional  remedy  is  no  longer  necessary ;  and 
for  this  reason^  as  well  as  for  those  assigned  by  the  court  be- 
low  (8  Bqsio.  69i)j  the  granting  of  the  order  should  be  held 
to  be  limited  only  by  such  a  judgment. 

The  judgment  which  was  obtained  by  default,  was  un- 
doubtedly such  a  judgment,  until  it  was  modified  by  the 
order  letting  the  present  plaintiff  in  to  answer  and  litigate 
the  claim  set  up  in  the  complaint,  and  at  the  same  time  direct- 
ing that  the  judgment  '^  stand  as  security  for  the  alleged  in- 
debtedness of  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff.'^  The  court  has 
authority,  under  its  general  powers,  as  well  as  under  section 
174  of  the  Code,  in  its  discretion,  and  upon  such  terms  as  it 
conceives  to  be  just,  to  **  relieve  a  party  from  a  judgment," 
and  ^'  allow  an  answer  to  be  made."  In  pursuance  of  this 
authority  it  may  modify  the  judgment  by  depriving  it  of  its 
ordinary  character,  as  a  re5  judicata^  and  leaving  it  in  full 
force  as  a  lien  or  collateral  security  (6  Cow.  390 ;  7  Cow. 
477  5  2  J.  Cos.  286 ;  9  How.  442).  That  it  clearly  did  in 
this  case.  I  agree  entirely  with  the  court  below  that,  "  in 
substance  and  in  form  (the  judgment  and  order  of  the  11th 
of  November  being  read  together),  the  judgment  is  one 
which  neither  acknowledges  nor  establishes  any  indebtedness 
of  G.  S.  Mott  to  the  bank,  but  is  a  judgment  given  as  secu- 
rity for  the  pajrment  of  any  sum  that  the  bank  should  estab- 
lish that  Mott  was  liable  to  pay,  and  given  in  order  to  vacate 
the  judgment  in  all  respects,  except  to  exist  merely  as' such 
security.  It  was  to  perform  the  same  precise  office  as  a 
judgment  confessed  without  action,  for  the  same  purpose^ 
and  no  other." 

The  order  places  the  parties  back  where  they  were  before 
the  judgment  was  entered,  sets  aside  the  default,  and  pro- 
vides for  the  litigation  of  their  rights  in  the  action.    The 
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execution  of  the  judgment  would  be  plainly  inconsistent 
with  the  right  to  litigate  thus  conferred.  The  judgment 
then,  thus  modified,  and  standing  only  as  a  lien  or  security, 
and  not  as  the  final  determination  of  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
'     was  no  legal  obstacle  in  the  way  of  a  valid  order  of  arrest. 

It  follows,  ii  this  view  is  correct,  that  the  judgnient  ap- 
pealed irom  is  right,  and  should  be  affirmed. 

Concurring,  Wbioht,  Gboysb,  Hunt  and  Davies,  Judges. 

Affirmed. 


•  »• 


COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

James  H.  Seouine,  appellant  agt.  Henby  S.  Seguine  and 

others,  respondents. 

A  man  has  a  right  to  make  whatayer'  disposition  of  his  property  he  chooses,  how- 
ever ahenrd  or  unjasL  If  capaoitj,  formal  ezecation  and  volition  appear,  hia  viU 
most  stand.  ^ 

The  doetrine  of  inoffidoaB  teslamenta,  invoked  from  the  Civiliansi  has  no  plaoe  m 
oar  law. 

Where  the  evidence  estahlished  most  clearly  and  satisfiMtoril  j  that  the  decedent,  at 
the  time  of  making  his  will,  had  JkUl  tet(am€$Uury  capacity  to  make  his  will,  and 
acted  of  his  own  frecj  vninjliieneed  uMl  and  witkts  in  making,  ezecating  and  declar- 
ing it,  the  fEust  that  he  gave  only  a  small  portion  of  his  large  estate  to  his  only 
son  and  only  child,  and  a  small  legacy  to  a  sister,  and  the  remainder  and  large 
bulk  of  his  estate  absolately  to  his  brothei^-these  three  persons  oonstitntini^  hia 
only  near  relatives — could  have  no  effect  upon  the  validity  of  the  wilL 

December  Temij  1867. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  supreme  court,  affirming 
a  decree  of  the  surrogate  of  the  county  of  Richmond,  admit- 
ting to  probate  the  will  of  James  S.  Seguine,  deceased. 

The  will  Id  question  was  executed  on  the  22d  May,  1859, 
at  Rossville,  in  the  county  of  Richmond,  at  the  house  of  the 
testator's  brother,  Henry  S.  Seguine.  The  testator  died  at  his 
residence,  at  Deep  Creek,  in  the  state  of  Virginia,  on  the  11th 
January,  1860,  leaving  an  only  son,  James  Henry  Seguine* 
The  executors  named  in  the  will,  on  the  20th  January,  I860, 
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propounded  the  same  for  probate  before  the  surrogate  of 
RichTnond  county,  and  it  was  opposed  by  the  testator's  son, 
on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  testamentary  capacity  in  the, 
deceased,  and  further,  that  it  was  procured  by  undue  influ- 
ence. The  question  of  capacity  was  principally  litigated, 
the  contestant  claiming  that,  through  intemperance  and  dis- 
ease, the  decedent  was  incompetent  to  make  a  will,  or  if  not 
legally  incompetent,  was  imhedUj  and  in  that  condition  was 
unduly  influenced.  The  testimony  taken  before  the  surro- 
gate fills  a  volume  of  600  pages,  most  of  it  on  the  part  of: 
the  contestant,  relating  to  the  condition  and  habits  of  the 
testator,  and  of  matters  transpiring  in  the  summer  and  faU 
of  1859,  at  Rossville,  afl^er  the  making  of  the  will. 

It  is  impracticable  to  give  anything  like  a  precise  analysis, 
of  the  voluminous  testimony,  nor  is  it  important.  The 
prominent  and  material  facts  are  referred  to  in  the  opinion.. 

On  the  15th  October,  1864,  the  surrogate  made  a  decree 
admitting  the  will  to  probate. 

The  contestant  appealed  to  the  supreme  court  in  the 
second  district,  where  the  deeree  was  affirmed,  and  he  now, 
brings  an  appeal  to  this  court. 

.. 
A.  W.  Bradi^ord,  for  appdUmt 
A.  C.  Bradley  and  S.  Hand,  for  respondents. 

Wright,  J.  James  S.  Seguine,  the  validity  of  whose  will 
is  the  subject  of  this  appeal,  died  at  his  residence  at  Deep 
Creek,  in  the  state  of  Virginia,  on  the  11th  of  January,  1860, 
at  the  age  of  about  fifl;y-five  years.  He  was  bom  in  the 
county  of  Richmond  (Staten  Island),  his  family  being  an 
ancient  one  in  the  county ;  but  from  early  life  he  had  resided 
and  was  engaged  in  business  in  Virginia.  His  business  was 
mainly  lumbering  in  the  Dismal  and  other  southern  swamps, 
but,  in  connection  therewith,  he  built  and  owned  shares  in 
several  vessels  employed  in  the  transportation  of  his  lum- 
ber and  other  freight.  This  business  he  continued  until  his 
Voii.  XXXV.  22 
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death.  He  left  an  only  son,  the  appeUanf,  who  was  a  few 
months  old  at  the  death  of  his  mother,  in  1838.  His  other 
near  relatives  were  a  sister,  the  widow  of  a  Mr.  Guyon,  and 
a  brother,  Henry  S.  Seguine.  The  brother  and  sister  always 
resided  on  Staten  Island,  as  did  the  son,  who  was  reared  in 
the  family  of  the  sister;  the  decedent,  after  the  death  of  his 
wife,  never  marrying  again  or  keeping  a  domestic  establish* 
ment.  He  had  lodgings  in  Virginia,  where  he  spent  most 
of  his  time,  visiting  the  north  in  the  summer  season;  and  on 
such  occasions,  and  when  north  on  business,  made  his  bro- 
ther's house  on  the  island  his  home. 

The  decedent  had  accumulated  an  estate,  at  his  decease, 
of  probably  something  over  $100,000.  With  the  exception 
of  a  farm  on  the  island,  formerly  belonging  to  his  father, 
purchased  by  him  in  1858,  and  fitted  up  and  improved  at  a 
cost  of  some  $15,000,  as  a  home  for  his  son,  his  property 
was  principally  personal,  consisting  of  money  invested  in 
Virginia  and  at  the  north.  By  his  will,  executed  in  May, 
1859,  some  seven  months  prior  to  his  death,  and  on  his  last 
visit  to  the  north,  after  giving  specific  legacies  to  the  amount 
of  $2,000,  he  gave  to  his  sister,  Mrs,  Guyon,  an  annuity  of 
•$500 ;  to  his  son,  James  Henry  Seguine,  an  annuity  of  $700, 
and  also  an  estate  for  life  in  the  homestead  farm,  purchased 
for  him  in  1858,  remainder  to  the  son's  children,  if  no  chil- 
dren, to  his  grand-children  him  surviving,  with  a  direction  to 
the  executors  to  spend  the  further  sum  of  $4,000  in  improv- 
ing the  farm  for  the  son's  use;  and  to  the  brother,  Henry  S. 
Seguine,  the  residue  of  the  estate. 

No  point  is  made  that  the  requisite  statute  formalities  to 
sustain  the  execution  of  the  paper  as  the  will  of  the  deceased 
were  not  duly  observed ;  the  only  question  before  the  surro- 
gate and  here  being  as  to  the  testamentary  capacity  of  the 
deceased,  and  whether  the  will  was  or  was  not  procured  by 
undue  influence  of  the  chief  beneficiary.  The  bulk  of  the 
property,  it  is  true,  is  given  to  the  testator's  brother,  and  it 
may  be  conceded  that  the  will  is  a  will  inofficious,  so  far  as 
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regards  his  son.  But  if  the  son  had  been  wholly  disinherited 
(which  he  is  not,  but  a  moderate  competency  given  to  him); 
not  in  favor  of  the  brother^  but  of  parties  strangers  in  blood 
to  the  deceased,  it  would  be  no  ground  of  itself  for  avoiding 
the  instrument.  The  doctrine  of  inofficious  testaments, 
invoked  from  ther  civilians,  has  no  place  in  our  law.  A  man 
has  a  right  to  make  whatever  disposition  of  his  property  he 
chooses,  however  absurd  or  unjust.  If  capacity^  formal  exe- 
cution and  volition  appear,  his  will  must  stand. 

A  ^Misposing  mind  (said  Cbkswell,  J.,  in  Earl  of  Seftus 
agt.  Haperraly  1  Post.  &  Finl.  698)  does  not  mean  that  he 
should  make  what  other  people  think  a  reasonable  will,  or  a 
kind  will,  because,  by  the  law  of-  this  country,  he  has  abso- 
lute  dominion  oveJ  hie  own  property,  and  if  he,  being  in  po»- 
session  of  his  faculties,  thinks  fit  to  make  a  capricious,  harsh 
or  cruel  will,  you  have  no  right  to  interfere ;  that  would  be 
to  make  his  will  for  him,  and  not  to  allow  him  to  make  it" 

^^The  right  of  a  testator  to  dispose  of  his  estate,"  said 
Porter,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Clapp 
agt.  FuUerton  (34  N.  T.  196),  "depends  neither  on  the  jus- 
tice of  his  prejudices  nor  the  soundness  of  his  reasoning.  He 
may  do  what  he  will  with  his  own;  and  if  there  be  no  defect 
of  testamentary  capacity,  and  no  undue  influence  or  fraud, 
the  law  gives  effect  to  his  will,  though  the  provisions  are 
unreasonable  and  unjust."  {GrindaU  agt.  GrindaUj  4  jEToy 
Ex.  IL  1 ;  WencUf  agt.  Murray,  3  Curt.  623 ;  Butlin  agt. 
JBartfy  1  Curt.  Ex.  C.  14;  Peck  agt.  Cary^  27  N.  T.  18.) 

If  the  deceased,  then^  possessed  the  requisite  testable 
capacity,  and  the  instrument  was  the  free  emanation  of  his 
will,  it  is  valid,  and  is  entitled  to  probate ;  and  it  is  incum- 
bent upon  us  so  to  adjudge,  much,  as  in  another  forum,  we 
might  be  inclined  to  regard  the  narrow  provision  for  the 
son,  in  view  of  the  deceased'sT  weialth,  as  unjust  and  unduti- 
ftd.  There  are,  therefore,  but  the  two  questions,  was  there 
capacity  and  freedom  from  restraint. 

1st.  As  to  capacity.    The  evidence  as  to  the  general  capa- 
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city  of  the  deceased  is  but  one  way.  The  case  is  not  a  bal- 
anced one,  or  one  where  the  evidence  greatly  preponderates 
on  that  subject.  The  decedent^  as  has  been  stated,  had  been 
actually  engaged  in  lumbering  in  Virginia  for  over  thirty 
years,  and  according  to  all  the  testimony,  was  an  unusually 
shrewd  and  energetic  business  man.  His  mind  was  clear, 
vigorous  and  strong.  He  was  also  a  firm  man,  decided,  self- 
1  reliant.  A  witness  characterizes  him  (and  this  was  the  tenor 
of  all  the  proof)  as  a  man  of  '^  great  capacity  for  business, 
remarkable  for  his  firmness,  self-reliance  and  tenacity  of 
purpose."  That  clearness,  solidity  and  strength  were  the 
general  mental  characteristics  evinced  by  him  throughout 
most  of  his  life  is  not  questioned  by  the  appellant.  But  it  is 
insisted  that  disease  and  intemperance,  within  the  two  years 
prior  to  his  death,  effected  a  thorough  change  in  his  mental 
condition,  and  that  when  the  will  was  made  he  was  insane, 
or  if  not  properly  insane,  was  imbecile.  The  suggestion 
that  insanity  existed  in  any  form,  or  that  the  testator's  men- 
tal faculties  were  perceptibly  impaired  at  the  time  of  the 
faetumy  is  wholly  unsustained  by  the  proof.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  proofs  establish  the  fact  that  at  that  time  his  mind 
was  as  vigorous  and  sound  as  it  had  ever  been.  The 
instrument  was  prepared  by  Lot  C.  Clark,  Esq.,  for  many 
years  his  legal  adviser  in  relation  to  his  affairs  at  the  north. 
Mr.  Clark  was  alone  with  him  in  his  room,  at  his  brother's 
house,  some  two  or  three  hours,  conversing  in  respect  to  his 
property;  receiving  his  instructions;  getting  his  exact  views 
in  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  will,  his  slaves,  and  the 
laws  of  Virginia  and  North  Carolina  as  to  them;  and  in 
drawing  the  instrument,  as  it  was  finally  executed.  All  the 
directions  for  drawing  it  were  given  by  the  decedent  with- 
out a  suggestion  from  any  other  person.  He  exhibited  a  will 
made  by  him  the  year  before,  and  which  had  been  drawn  by 
Judge  Metcalfe,  the  surrogate  of  the  county,  and  suggested 
the  alterations  he  desired  to  make,  assigning  his  reasons 
therefor.    He  named  as  witnesses  Dr.  Edgar,  for  many  years 


NEW  TOEK  PRiOnOE  REPORTS.  34I 

BegoiiM  agt  Seguine. 


bis  atieading  physician  when  visiting  at  the  north,  and  Judge 
Winant;  a  friend  from  boyhood,  and  requested  Mr.  Clark 
himself  to  sign  as  a  witness.  According  to  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Clark;  he  ^^was  as  clear  in  mind  and  faculties  as  he 
had  ever  *  known  him,"  ^^  his  mind  was  perfectly  sound  and 
clear."  Dr.  Edgar,  being  familiarly  acquainted  with  his 
physical  constitution  and  habits,  and  mental  characteristics, 
^^  considered  him  of  sound  mind;"  and  Judge  Winant,  the 
other  subscribing  witness,  concurred  with  them  in  these 
opinions.  Judge  Winant,  after  the  will  was  executed,  con- 
versed with  him  at  large  respecting  his  health,  and  in  refer- 
ence to  internal  improvements  in  which  he  was  interested 
in  Virginia ;  in  which  conversation  he  indicated  no  delect 
of  mental  capacity,  but  full  intelligeace.  He  subsequently 
dined  with  the  family.  In  addition  to  this  proof,  eight  wit- 
nesses, residents  of  Virginia,  knowing  him  well  for  many 
years,  testified  that  down  to  his  leaving  Deep  Creek  for  the 
north,  some  ten  days  before  the  will,  his  mental  condition 
remained  as  good  as  they  had  ever  known  it;  and  Dr.  Ander- 
son, called  as  a  consulting  physician  three  days  after  the  wiH, 
represented  his  "intelligence  to  be  perfect."  This  evidence, 
which  was  wholly  uncontradicted,  tends  to  but  one  conclu- 
sion, that  instead  of  the  decedent  being  a  person  of  perma- 
nently disordered  intellect,  at  the  execution  of  the  will,  there 
was  no  sensible  indication  that  his  rather  unusual  power  of 
mind  had  ever  begun  to  decay.  He  was,  it  is  true,  broken 
in  health,  having  from  youth  been  a  sufferer  from  gout, 
which  was  hereditary,  and  which  at  length  caused  an  affec- 
tion of  the  heart  and  dropsy,  the  latter  diseases  developing 
themselves  in  connection  in  the  spring  of  1859.  Such  con- 
stitution as  he  had  was  nearly  broken  down,  and  though 
death  was  not  to  be  immediately  apprehended,  the  issue,  as 
the  phyrians  who  examined  his  case  some  three  days  after 
the  will,  expressed  "  to  be  merely  a  question  of  time."  But 
no  one  intimates  that  hk  bodily  infirmities  had  then,  if  ever, 
created  any  mental  disturbance,  or  enfeebled  his  intellect  in 
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any  appreciable  degree.  Neither  has  the  suggestion  any 
foundation  that  indulgence  in  intoxicating  liquors  had  thus 
impaired  his  mind.  It  appears,  that  although  not  wholly 
abstaining,  he  had  for  most  of  his  life  been  abstemious  in  the 
use  of  liquors.  A  year  or  two  before  his  death  he  indulged 
in  a  more  free  use  of  it,  but  not  apparently  to  excess,  at 
least,  before  the  summer  and  fsJl  after  the  wilL  In  1858  he 
spent  the  months  of  May,  August  and  September  at  Boss- 
yiQe,  where  he  could  not  have  drank  to  any  marked  extent, 
for  no  one  suggests  that  he  was  ever  under  the  influence  of 
liquor  in  the  slighest  degree.  Prior  to  his  visit  to  the  north 
in  1859,  he  was  shown  to  have  been  partially  affected  by  it 
in  two  or  three  instanoes  in  Virginia,  but  was  never  seen 
intoxicated.  Nor  was  he  under  its  inffuence  to  any  extent 
when  the  will  was  made. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  there  is  no  color  for  saying  that  his 
indulgence  in  intoxicating  liquors  previous  to  the  factum 
had  afiected  his  mind  or  his  capacity  to  make  a  will.  Nor, 
if  it  were  at  all  important,  does  the  evidence  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  his  use  of  stimulants,  during  his  stay  and 
last  illness  at  BossviUe,  after  the  will,  reduced  his  mind  to  a 
state  oi  general  incapacity  for  the  performance  of  a  testar 
mentary  act  Such  a  conclusion  is  at  war  with  the  general 
facts  of  the  case.  There  is  no  pretence  that  his  drinking 
incapacitated  him  for  business,  or  prevented  him  from  attend- 
ing to  and  controlling  his  business  affairs.  It  indisputably 
appears  that  his  business  operatiotls  went  on  as  actively  as 
ever  under  his  direction;  and  no  matter  relating  to  his  affairs 
or  property,  north  or  south,  however  slight,  anybody  ven- 
tured to  touch,  without  his  previous  authority.  Those  who 
speak  most  unfavorably  of  his  habits  represent  him  as  con- 
stantly exercising  memory,  will,  discrimination,  firmness, 
and  all  the  attributes  of  perfect  intelligence.  The  habit  of 
drinking  undoubtedly  grew  on  him  as  he  sunk  under  his 
complicated  ailments,  and  it  may  have  tended  in  some  degree 
to  weaken  his  mind ,  but  down  to  his  departure  for  Virginia^ 
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some  two  months  before  his  death^  nobody  pretends  that  he 
was  imbecile.  Indeed^  the  evidence  distinctiy  indicates  that 
up  to  this  time  he  retained  nearly  his  fall  strength  of  intel- 
lect 

The  will  then^  is  not  impeachable  on  the  ground  of  testa- 
mentary incapacity.  There  is  no  room  to  doubt  that  when 
it  was  executed  the  testator  was  fully  competent  Bodily 
disease  may  have  abated  some  of  the  former  elasticity  of  his 
mind^  but  it  was  in  no  way  diseasedy  or  even  in  an  incipient 
state  of  decay. 

2d.  There  being  capacity,  was  the  will  the  free  act  of  the 
decedent;  or  was  it  the  result  of  undue  influence  exercised  by 
his  brother,  the  principal  beneficiary  ?  This  latter  question 
was  not  argued  with  any  apparent  confidence  by  the  appel- 
lant's counsel,  and  I  cannot  well  see  how  it  could  have  been. 
Undue  influence  must  be  an  influence  exercised  by  coercion, 
imposition  or  fraud.  It  must  not  be  such  as  arises  from  the 
influence  of  gratitude,  afiection  or  esteem,  but  it  must  be  the 
ascendancy  of  another  will  over  that  of  the  testator,  whose 
faculties  have  been  so  impaired  as  to  subject  him  to  the  con- 
trolling influence  of  force,  imposition  or  fraud.  (Oardiner 
agt  Oardiner  J  34  N.  T.  JR.  163 ;  Dean  agt.  Negley^  41  Penn. 
R.  312 ;  Small  agt  SmaUy  4  Oreml.  220 ;  TrumbuU  agt 
OibbanSj  2  Zabriskiey  N.  J.  IL  117.)  Moreover,  the  exertion 
of  the  influence  upon  the  very  act  must  be  proved,  and  it 
will  not  be  inferred  from  opportunity  and  interest.  (CarrcU 
agt.  Nortony  3  Bradford^  320 ;  Clapp  agt.  FvMerton^  34  N. 
T.  R.  190.)  I  can  discover  nothing  in  the  record  that  brings 
the  case  within  the  rules.  The  circumstances  anterior  to 
and  attending  the  execution  of  the  instrument  are  inconsist* 
ent  with  any  other  hypothesis  than  that  it  was  the  product 
I  of  the  decedent's  own  will,  and  not  of  the  force,  fraud  or 
undue  influence  of  any  other.  The  fact  is  unquestioned  that 
he  was  a  man  of  more  than  ordinary  vigor  of  intellect,  of 
great  firmness,  self  reliance  and  tenacity  of  purpose,  and  it  is 
dear  from  the  evidence  that  he  retained  his  unusual  powers 
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of  mind  down  to  the  period  of  making  the  wilL  He  was  not, 
.  therefore;  in  a  condition  to  be  exposed  to  undue  influences. 
But  the  case  is  barren  of  evidence  of  any  direct  influences 
— ^much  less  those  improper  influences  which  will  vitiate  a 
testamentary  act-— exercised  by  the  brother  to  procure  the 
wilL  It  may  be  that  the  decedent  was  unjust  to  his  son, 
the  appelant,  in  the  disposition  of  his  property,  and  that  the 
.brother  should  not  have  been  selected  as  the  chief  beneficiary, 
but  there  is  nothing  rising  to  the  dignity  of  proof  of  any 
undue  influence  or  contrivance  on  the  part  of  the  latter  to 
afiect  the  result. 

^  In  its  dispositions,  in  parts  afl^ting  the  son  and  the 
brother,  the  instrument  was  similar  to  one  made  by  the  tes- 
tator the  fall  previously  at  Rossville,  except  that  the  annuity 
to  the  son  was  reduced  from  $1,400  to  $700.  It  is  possible 
that  the  brother  knew  what  this  will  of  1858  contained,  but 
there  is  nothing  to  base  a  conjecture  upon  that  he  interfered 
in  any  way  to  bring  it  about.  As  to  the  will  in  question, 
the  proof  is  equally  decisive  as  to  non-interference  on  the 
part  of  the  brother. 

It  appears  conclusively  that  the  alteration  of  the  will  of 
1858,  by  halving  the  son's  annuity,  was  in  accordance  ^with 
a  design  of  the  testator,  conceived  in  Virginia  the  winter 
previously ;  a  design  and  result  over  which  the  brother  had 
ho  possible  influence  in  the  nature  of  the  case.  The  instru- 
tnent  was  drawn  in  the  room  of  the  decedent,  he  being  alone 
with  Mr.  dark,  his  counsel.  The  instructions  proceeded 
solely  from  him.  The  brother  was  not  present  at  any  time 
during  the  two  hours  spent  in  the  act.  He  knew  that  the  , 
testator  was  making  his  will,  as  did  the  testator's  sister,  Mrs.  < 
Quyon,  who  was  in  the  house  at  the  time,  but  that  he  was 
any  more  cognizant  of  the  contents  of  the  instrument  being 
executed  than  the  sister,  there  is  not  the  slightest  prooC 
True,  the  factum  was  at  his  house,  but  that  was  the  deced- 
ent's only  home  and  resort  at  the  north. 
.    There  was  some  evidence,  also,  that  he  conveyed  the  mes^ 
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age  to  Mr.  dark  to  come  and  draw  the  will^  but  his  agency 
in  respect  to  that  message  was  not  only  natural;  but  affirma- 
tively shown  to  have  been  in  obedience  to  the  wish  of  the 
decedent;  conceived  in  Virginia  before  starting  for  the  north. 

Iq  view  of  this  state  of  factS;  there  is  no  ground  for  alleg- 
ing that  the  decedent  in  publishing  the  instrument  and  dic- 
tating its  contents  was  not  acting  of  his  own  free^  uninflu- 
enced will  and  wishes. 

There  is  much  evidence  in  the  case  of  matter  transpiring 
at  BossvUle  subsequently  to  the  wilL  An  allusion  to  it  is 
unimportant. 

The  point  of  inquiry  as  to  the  testamentary  capacity  and 
the  exercise  of  undue  influence  or  fraud  is  before  or  at  the 
time  of  thefactum^  Subsequent  occurrences  cannot  affect 
the  legal  aspects  of  the  case. 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  questions  of  fact  involved 
were  rightly  decided  by  the  surrogate^  and  that  the  judgment 
■hould  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

It  is  understood  that  this  was  the  last  opinion  ever  deliv- 
ered by  Judge  Wright. 


•  >• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

John  Gbegg  and  Edmund  Sage,  respondents;  agt  Nelsok 

BfRDHAT.Ti;  appellant. 

Where  a  grantor  in  ezeenting  a  deed  of  land,  ezoepte  and  reseryee  **  all  the  pine  and 
hemloek  timber  snitable  for  sawing,  and  all  necessary  facilities  for  remoying  the  same 
with  the  right  of  flowing  the  lands  now  covered  by  the  mill  pond,  while  neeessary 
for  mannfEUititring  the  timber  on  the  adyaoent  lands,"  he  cannot  be  deprived  of 
his  property  or  reserved  rights  by  an  allegation  that  a  recuonabU  time  for  removal 
and  mannfactare  koi  ainadfff  elapted,  and  therefore  his  rights  are  eztingnished. 

If  any  timt  coold  be  fixed  by  the  aet  of  the  adverse  party— ^he  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises, or  by  a  jadieial  tribunal  within  which  the  power  of  removal  and  mannfjaotore 
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^TMto  be  ezereiied  (which  ii  dovbtftil.  aa  the  ezoeption  if  absolnte  and  nnlimited), 
it  shoald  be  in  theyWuro,  hj  a  noiict  given  to  the  grantor  to  ezereiM  his  power 
of  nnoTal  within  ■ometiiiM  to  b«  named,  to  at  totnable  him  to  obtain  the  benefit 
oi  hit  reseryation. 

Albany  General  Term.  September^  1866. 

MnjiEBy  Ingalls  and  HogebooM;  Justices. 

Tms  is  on  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  in  an 
equity  action  in  favor  of  the  plain tiffs^  against  the  defendant, 
seeking  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  the  further  exercise 
of  certain  exceptions  and  reservations  contained  in  a  deed 
from  the  defendant  to  one  Heminover,  under  whom  the  plain- 
tiffi  claim,  for  a  construction  of  those  exceptions  and  reserva- 
tions, and  for  a  decree  declaring  them  cancelled  and  exting- 
uished. 

The  complaint  sets  forth  that  the  defendant  in  1856  con- 
veyed to  one  Heminover  a  tract  of  land  excepting  and  reserv- 
ing '^  aU  the  pine  and  hemlock  suitable  for  sawing^  and  aU 
necessary  facilities  for  removing  the  same^  unth  the  right  of 
flowing  the  lands  now  covered  by  the  miU  pondy  while  neces- 
sary for  manufacturing  the  timber  on  the  adjacent  lands  J* 

The  plaintiffs  (Qregg  and  Sage)  are  the  grantees  of  Hem- 
inover, and  they  set  forth,  that  prior  to  the  commencement  qf 
this  action^  the  defendant  {BirdscUl)  has  cut  and  refnovedjrom 
said  premises^  aU  the  pine  and  hemlock  timber  thereon^  reserved 
by  him  in  his  said  deedj  thai  was  suitable  for  sawing  ai  the 
time  of  making  such  reservation. 

They  further  allege  that  he  has  cut  timber  not  suitable 
for  sawing,  and  claims  the  growth  of  the  timber,  and  claims 
to  overflow  the  premises  covered  by  the  mill  pond,  until  the 
pine  and  hemlock  are  manufactured.  Also,  that  the  term 
^^  adjacent  lands^  means  only  those  lands  conveyed  by  Hem- 
inover ;  and  that  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
they  forbid  his  cutting  any  more  timber  on  the  premises. 
They  aver  that  he  has  no  further  rights  there,  to  cut  timber 
or  to  overflow,  and  ask  for  a  judgment  prohibiting  him  from 
cutting  any  more  and  from  overflowing  on  the  premises  and 
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to  have  the  resenration  cancellecL  No  damages  are  claimed 
and  the  action  is,  therefore,  for  the  specific  relief  demanded. 

The  defendant  denies  all  the  equities  of  the  complaint^ 
also  the  plaintiffs'  title  and  most  of  the  other  allegations^ 
except  the  execution  of  a  convejrance  to  Heminover,  which 
is  admitted ;  and  claims  specifically  that  there  was  at  the 
commencement  of  the  suit  and  is  a  large  quantity  of  hem- 
lock and  pine  timber  on  the  premises,  which  was  reserved  in 
the  deed.  He  also  avers  that  the  term  ^'  adjacent  lands,'' 
used  in  the  deed,  was  understood  by  the  parties  and  meant 
those  lands  owned  by  him  the  grantor,  and  conveyed  to 
Heminover,  but  alleges  that  the  term  ^^  adjacent  lands"  was 
used  in  its  ordinary  sense. 

The  plaintiffi,  therefore,  claim  the  interposition  of  the 
equity  powers  of  the  court 

1.  To  have  the  alleged  doud  upon  the  title  removed. 

2.  To  have  defendant  restrained  from  cutting  and  remov- 
ing any  further  timber  from  the  premises. 

3.  To  have  the  defendant  restrained  from  overflowing  the 
lands  in  question,  in  the  process  of  manufacturing  the  tim- 
ber cut  and  removed  from  this  and  adjacent  lands. 

4.  To  have  a  construction  of  the  words  of  reservation. 
The  referee  to  whom  the  case  was  referred  for  hearing  and 

decision,  among  other  things,  decides  that  the  exceptions 
and  reservations  in  question,  were  made— that  the  defendant 
has  been  in  the  full  employment  of  the  premises  and  reser- 
vations, and  might,  vrith  proper  and  reasonable  effort  and 
industry,  have  availed  himself  of  all  the  benefits  and  advant- 
ages secured,  or  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  reservations. 
He  further  finds,  that  there  is  still  a  large  number  of  pine 
and  hemlock  trees  standing  on  the  premises  sufficient  to  make 
from  40  000  to  50,000  feet  of  lumber,  which  was  suitable 
for  sawing  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  from  defendant  to 
Heminover ;  and  that  he  had  also  cut  and  removed  a  large 
quantity  of  pine  and  hemlock  timber  not  suitable  for  sawing 
at  the  time  of  such  conveyance;  and  he  adjudged,  among 
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other  thingS;  that  aQ  the  exceptions  and*  reservations  should 
be  removed^  cancelled  and  terminated^  except  the  right  to  cut 
and  remore  such  pine  and  hemlock  timber  still  remaining  on  the 
premises;  as  was  suitable  for  sawing  at  the  time  the  deed  was 
executed;  and  directs  a  perpetual  injunction  against  oveF- 
flowing  any  part  of  the  premises  by  the  waters  of  the  mill 
pond;  and  the  removal  of  the  water  from  said  lands ;  and 
that  the  plaintifis  recover  of  the  defendant  their  costs. 

The  defendant  duly  excepted,  and  judgment  having  been 
perfected;  appealed  to  this  court 

W.  J.  GboS;  for  plaintiffs^  respondents. 
A.  J.  PabkeB;  far  defendant^  appellant. 

By  the  court j  HogebooM;  J.  By  the  judgment  pronoun- 
ced in  this  case,  taken  in  connection  with  the  referee's  report; 
it  appears  that  at  the  commencement  of  the  action  there  was 
still  upon  the  premises  in  question;  a  large  number  of  pine 
and  hemlock  trees  suitable  for  sawing  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
veyance to  Heminover;  and  which;  under  the  exception  and 
reservation  in  the  conveyance  to  him;  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ant. By  the  terms  of  this  exception  and  reservation;  *^  all 
the  pine  and  hemlock  timber  suitable  for  sawing;  and  all 
necessary  facilities  for  removing  the  same;  with  the  right  of 
flowing  the  lands  now  (then)  covered  by  the  mill  pond;  while 
necessarry  for  manufacturing  the  timber  on  the  adjacent 
landS;''  were  excepted  and  reserved  to  the  defendant.  This 
exception  and  reservation  was  absolute  in  terms,  and  umlim- 
ited  as  to  the  period  when  the  act  of  removal  and  manufac- 
ture should  be  exercised.  I  do  not  see  why  the  property  in 
the  excepted  timber  would  not  forever  remain  in  the  defend- 
ant; and  those  who  derived  title  through  him;  imd  if  any  time 
could  be  fixed  by  the  act  of  the  adverse  party;  or  of  a  judi- 
cial tribunal;  within  which  the  power  of  Kmoval  and  manu- 
fisu^ture  was  to  be  exercised  (which  I  think  doubtful);  it 
should  be  in  the  Juture.    Notice  should  be  given  to  the  de- 
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fendant  to  exercise  his  power  of  removal  within  some  time 
to  be  named,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  his 
reservation — and  he  should  not  be  deprived  of  his  property 
or  reserved  rights  by  an  allegation  that  a  reasonable  time  for 
removal  and  manu&cture  had  already  elapsed,  and,  therefore, 
his  rights  were  ejctinguished — and  this  without  notice,  that 
the  plaintiff  wished  him  to  remove  his  property  from  their 
premises.  The  only  notice  they  gave  him  was  one  in  effect, 
that  hiB  rights  were  already  terminated,  and  that  he  must 
remove  no  more  timber.  The  referee  has  decided  that  while 
there  is  still  timber  on  the  land,  which  the  defendant  owns, 
and  has  a  right  to  remove,  he  has  no  right  to  manufacture 
it  by  overflowing  the  lands  covered  by  the  adjacent  mill  pond 
forever  so  short  a  time  after  such  removal.  The  right  to  man- 
ufacture (and  overflow  for  such  purpose)  is  co-extensive  vdth 
the  right  to  remove,  and  it  seems  to  me  clear  that  so  long  as 
the  defendant  has  timber,  which  he  may  remove,  he  has  also 
the  right  to  overflow  the  lands  in  question,  for  such  reason- 
able time  as  may  be  necessary  fbr  such  manufacture,  after 
such  removaL  This  right  the  referee  has  cut  off  by  declar- 
ing it  cancelled  and  terminated,  and  forbidding  its  further 
exercise ;  and  I  think  improperly.  This  right  is  not,  in  my 
opinion,  extinguished  by  delay  in  its  exercise.  The  parties 
have  not  seen  fit  to  impose  any  limitation  of  time  in  the  con- 
veyance in  regard  to  the  exercise  or  enjoyment  of  these  priv- 
ileges ;  and  if  any  limitation  can  now  be  interposed,  I  think 
it  cannot  in  equity,  be  done  without  allowing  a  reasonable . 
time  in  the  future  for  their  exercise. 

As  this  is  decisive  of  the  case,  and  necessarily  leads  to  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment,  it  is  superflous  to  consider  any  of 
the  other  questions  in  the  case. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
with  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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Clabk  B.  WheeleBi  respondent  agt.  Elisha  RucnEQUUN, 

impleaded,  &c.|  appellant. 

YThere  a  compknuU  in  an  aolioti  is  ditmit$ed  before  the  ifsnes  have  been  tried  or  a 
▼erdiet  of  the  jury  given,  the  jadgmeni  of  dwiniiiial  la  no  bar  to  a  nibieqiiBiil 
action  for  the  lame  oaaee. 

And  where  a  emnplaini  it  d%»muied  Jor  wmU  of  propw  partiu,  the  judgment  thereon 
not  being  on  the  merits,  ii  no  bar  to  a  sabeeqnent  aotion  far  the  eame  came. 

▲  oop7  of  a  ease  need  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  upon  a  former  trial  in  this 
action,  alleged  to  be  in  plaintiff's  handwriting,  offered  in  evidence  for  the  pupoee 
of  showing  a  diflbrent  statement  by  the  plaintiff  from  that  niade  on  the  pieeont 
trial,  is  not  admissible. 

The  case  itself  is  no  evidence  of  what  took  place  on  the  former  trial ;  and  that  h  was 
in  the  plaintiff's  handwriting  is  of  no  oonseqnenos. 

Where  the  jnry  pass  npon  the  qaeetion  of  the  proper  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  oo  a 
certain  day,  of  a  promissory  note  in  snit,  snch  finding  fhlly  defeats  any  claim  in 
attachment  proceedings  had  agidnst  the  prior  owner  of  snch  note,  after  the  date 
of  sneh  tramifer. 

If  a  defendant  intends  to  rely  npon  the  defense  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  prom- 
issory note  sued  on  for  the  parposes  of  proseontion,  as  a  practicing  attorney,  he 
mnst  set  np  snch  defense  in  his  answer,  in  order  to  give  evidence  of  each  feflt  iqKm 
thetriaL 

General  Term,  1868 ;  heard  June  Ij  1868 ;  decided  Jufy 

Sdy  1868. 

Before  Robertson,  Ch.  J.j  McCunk  and  Jones^  Justices. 

Appeal  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 

plaintiff. 

The  facts  will  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion  of  the 

court. 

J.  C.  DnoacKy  for  defendant,  afpeUant,  Ruchman. 
Clabk  B,  Wheeleb,  attorney  in  person,  and  C.  P. 
Shermerhobn^  counsel  for  plaintiff,  respondent. 

L  This  caose  having  been  tried  by  a  jury,  their  findings  must  be  deemed  final  and 
eondnsive  as  to  the  facts ;  and  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  thereon,  none  but 
questions  of  law  can  be  discossed  or  reviewed.  (Code,  $  348 ;  BuUoeUy  agt  KdtUaM^ 
4  Samdf.  450,  G,  1.;  Brtnm  agt  Bickardum,  I  Botw.  402,  G,  2!;  iider  agt  TU 
Unium  Iniurance  Oo,  4  Boiw.  169,  G,  T,;  Anthonf  agt  SmUk,  4  Botw,  503,  G.  T.; 
Clark  agt  Ward,  4  Dwr,  206 ;  Marguart  agt  La  Forge,  5  JHer,  559,  G,  T.;  SUtU- 
uerBgLGra»iUlnt.Oo,,5I>¥£r,5Q4,G.T.s  Ogden  ug^  Ooddinffton,  2  JB.  D.  SmUk 
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S17,  6^.  T.:  Ktyti  agt  DeM^tn,  8  JK  D.  AfiieA,  518,  ^.  21;  JIote&iKci  o^  JTm^,  38 
Bai^.  118;  ixiftadk  agt.  JTotcUtit,  17  ui66. 88;  Beiudiet  agt  iV.  r.  £.  Ob.  8  iV:  T. 
Legal  Observer,  168,  6^.  T.) 

"  In  the  classes  of  eases  hefoie  a  refBree,  and  before  the  court,  power  is  expressly 
giTea  to  the  general  term  by  the  sections  quoted  to  reriew  the  qaestions  of  ftiot ;  bat 
when  the  trial  is  before  a  jury,  no  such  power  is  given  and  none  exists."  {Warier 
agt  Jervitf  34  H<tw.  254,  Oowri  o/Appealt.) 

IL  There  are  29  exceptions  taken  by  the  appellant^  bat  not  one  of  them  are  aTaila- 
ble,  becaose  not  sufficiently  explicit,  or  beeaose  it  was  not  taken  to  the  decision  of 
qoestiooB  of  law  properly  brongbt  to  the  notice  of  the  conrt  at  the  trial,  or  beeanse  the 
comments  of  the  jadge  at  the  trial  are  not  the  sobjeot  of  an  exception,  or  becaose  he 
is  not  boond  to  charge  the  jory  at  all,  and  if  he  does,  he  is  only  bonnd  to  ehaige 
them  correctly  as  fisir  as  he  goes,  or  becaose  no  good  reasons  are  given  for  each 
exception.  [CfaldweU  agt  Mwrphy,  1  Ken^.  416;  Duneid  agt  WUu,  I  Kern,  420 ; 
Oldfield  agt  Bailroad  Compemy,  4  Kenu  310 ;  Moffte  agt  BideTf  4  Kem.  435 ;  Dyct' 
man  agt  Ifayor,  o^c,  1  SeUL  on  pp,  441  and  3 ;  Hoffffart  agt.  Morgan,  I  Seidon,  422 ; 
Jona  agt  Oegood,  2  8tld,  233;  HwU  agt  Maybee^S  /Skid.  266;  Hart  agt  BaUroad 
Company,  4  Setd.  37 ;  Eowland  agt  WUUte,  5  8eid.  170 ;  WinekUl  agt  Hidu,  18  N. 
T.  JS.  on  p.  565,  a/nd  eaea  died;  Walth  agt  W,  Ine,  Co.  2fi  N.  T.  B,  on  p.  i¥i , 
Edt^t  agt.  Poklnuun,  I  BobU  121 ;  People  agt  Brantby,  32  iV:  K  12.  525 ;  Chamber- 
ladn  agt  PraU,  33  IT.  T.  B.  47 ;  NeiMU  agt  Doty,  33  i\r.  7.  J2.  83 ;  Bv4^  agt  Bern- 
ten,Zi  N.T.  B.  383;  Lyon  agt  Mitchell,  26  N.  Y,  B.  on  p.  GS3 1  Mayor  agt  Bx 
Fire  Int.  Co.  9  Boew.  425,  G.  T.;  Vamnm  agt  Taylor,  10  Bono.  148,  G.  T.;  CBara 
agt  Brophy,  24  How.  on  p.  882,  G.  T.;  PeUU  agt  Ide,  12  Abb,  44,  €>.  21;  Jf«y«r 
agt  CToode^,  31  Howard,  456 ;  l^raeU  agt  Jones,  42  J3ar6. 24,  ^.  21;  TFa^  agt  £«;• 
%,  42  Bai^.  98,  6^.  2*.;  Maybee  agt  J^,  326,  ti^.  2*.) 

HL  The  role  is  oniform,  tiiat  the  eoort  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  where  the  evi 
denoe  is  conflicting,  or  where  it  is  seen  that  the  fiacts  proved  am  deemed  by  the  jory 
conelosive  of  the  case.  Although  errors  may  have  been  eommittedi  yet,  if  the  court 
is  satisfied  that  justice  has  been  substantially  done,  a  new  trial  will  not  be  granted. 
{Lewis  agt  Blahe,  10  Bosw.  198,  G.  21;  CoddingUm  agt  Camley,  2  Hilton,  528,  and 
eases  cited;  Brower  agt  Botoen,  30  If.  T.B.  519,  542 ;  Hoagland  agt  Wright,  7  Bosw. 
894 ;  Murpky  agt  Boter,  3  Bobt  p.  1 ;  ff.SIf.  H.  Co.  agt  i\r.  Y,  S  H.  Co.  3  Bobt 
411;  BaUagLLoomis,2BN.  Y.B.  412.) 

IV.  The  evidence  offered  by  tiie  appellant  and  ruled  out  was  properly  exdnded. 
{Berry  agt  Mayhew,  1  Daly,  54,  G.  2*.;  Macbey  agt  IT.  T.  Cen.  B.  B.  Co.  27  Bar^ 
508,  G.  21;  WUliams  agt  VanderWt,  29  Bar^.  on  p.  504,  G.  T.;  Fleming  agt.  Smith, 
44  Barb.  554,  G.  T.) 

Y.  A  new  trial  will  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  that  a  nonsuit  was  refused 
when  the  plaintiff  rested,  on  insoffioient  evidence,  if  the  necessary  proof,  satisfiactory 
to  the  jury,  was  afterwards  supplied.  {Artisaeui'  Bank  agt  Backus,  31  Hotcard,  242, 
G.  T.;  S.  and  8.  Plankroad  Co.  agt  Thaieher,  1  JTtm.  on  p.  112 ;  Lansing  agt  Van 
Alttyns,  2  ir«ML561;  Briaderi  agt  TineeiK,  1  E.D.BmHh,  542,  G.  21;  Morrisim 
tigiir.Y. ^Bailroad  Co.  3^ Barb. 5G8,G.T.;  Moramge ag^ Morris,  32 Barb.  6M, 
G.T.) 

VL  The  papers  from  the  marine  eoort  were  properly  excluded,  because  the  gene* 
lal  term,  in  this  cause,  had  virtually  directed  it  to  be  done,  and  because  a  defendam 
eannot  give  evidence  of  any  faat  not  specifically  and  specially  set  up  in  his  answer. 
Boeh  item  of  defionse  must  be  spedfically  pleaded.  The  general  issue  (or  general 
denial)  is  abolished.  Production  of  the  note  upon  the  trial  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  titie  and  ownership,  until  tiie  contrary  was  shown  by  the  ieippelliint;  and  Uiis 
question,  too,  was  passed  upon  by  the  jory,    {Code,  )  149 ;  Wheeler  agt  Bnckman,  1 
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JUbL  408,  G.  T.;  Jamtt  agt  OAoteerv,  2  8$ld,  209;  Bm%  agt  Byder,  1  SStfei.  JVbCn, 
p.  15|  JTWky  agt  TTefecm,  2  OomtL  501,  jmj>.  506 ;  CmU  agt  BathboiUj  19  JV:  K  B. 
37,  JM|).  39 ;  BratU  agt  /«Aa«,  2  JTcm.  9,  m  p.  17 ;  KcKyring  agt  ^i^,  16  Al  T. 
B,  VSfT^ m  fp.  307-8-9;  Di^fuidotf  agt  €hg^  7  Bmh.  18,  mtp,  20;  JB^Oer  agt  £a»- 
^,  16  Bard.  54,  j«j».  57;  Jfcifttf^m  agt  A  Aii^rockt  Cb.  20  j^ari,  «m  j».  454 ;  IVtmi 
agt  Biryw,  24  Bard.  61 1,  G,.T,;  BuUtm  agt  McOawUg,  38  Bard.  413,  &.  T.;  GoiOii 
agt  EUtry,  39  Bard.  163,  9.  T.;  8imMr  agt  i9taar<,  39  Barb,  206,  «.  21;  IMamd 
agt  .TbAiiJim,  16  ilM.  235,  j«  ;p.  239, 240 ;  PaUer  agt  OkadMey,  16  ^166. 146,  anJ  aim 
cttai/  Ttxi&r  agt  <?ovm,  5  Bver,  389,  Q,  T.) 

Vn.  The  attachment  in  the  eaae  of  Bncfy  agt  Buttell  waa  Toid,  and  the  juj  have 
i  deddad  that  it  came  too  late  to  affeet  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  note.  The 
aetion  having  been  connnenoed  by  the  servioe  of  a  tainmona  bj  pnblication  against 
a  non-ietident  debtor,  the  attachment  eoold  be  of  no  ayail  nntil  after  the  laet  day  of 
pablicalion  mentioned  in  the  order.  All  the  papeie  in  that  action,  too,  were  pro- 
perly ezdnded  at  the  latt  trial.    {Oode^  M  ^>  ^^f  237 ;  3  B.  A  5(4  «f ,  j).  84,  $  38.) 

"  It  IB  trae,  senrice  could  be  made  in  snoh  a  eaae  by  pnblication ;  bat  a  warrant  of 
attachment  wonld  be  of  little  avail  in  snoh  a  case,  aa  it  coold  only  be  enforced  after 
the  laat  day  of  pnblication,  which  completed  tneh  service.  {(MUy  ^  137 ;  Knox  agt 
JTomi,  IfS3,  Jufu  15, 1865,  Superior  Oourt^  9.  T,  amd  catet  cited;  FUher  agt  Omrtit, 
2Am4/:60O;  Jrerragtir<nM<,28if.  JT.B.  659.) 

VIII.  The  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statates  in  relation  to  attachments  against 
non-resident  debtors  harmonise  with  the  Code.  The  lien  by  virtae  of  an  attach* 
ment  attaches  from  the  time  of  the  actoal  seizure  of  the  property  attached.  This 
note  was  never  levied  npon.  The  summons  in  Dnury  agt  Suttell  had  not  been 
served  when  the  attachment  was  pretended  to  be  served,  to  wit,  the  next  day  after 
the  attachment  was  issued.  Bussell  resided  in  Yiiginia  and  Drury  in  New  York, 
nils,  too,  was  fiitaL  An  attachment  is  one  of  the  provisional  remedies  of  the  Code, 
and  the  statute  most  be  strictly  followed.  The  rule  is  the  same  as  it  is  in  relation  t» 
serving  an  injunction.  {Chde,  M  ^)  ^37,  237, 471,  iUU  7,  $  178,  <Kx;  Jf^nuer  agt. 
GrM^Mtf,  ZChdeB.  172;  ffwrlbut  agt  Bcpe  Int.  Co.  4  Bow.  275,  m$  p,  278;  Meon 
agt  Thayer,  6  Row.  iT,  9.  T,;  TomUnrnm  agt  Van  Vechtenf  6  Bow.  199,  G,  T.; 
Bwrhkardt  agt  Sanc^ford,  7  Sow.  329,  m«  p.  336 ;  Leanud  agt  Vandenbufyk,  7  Bow. 
379;  affirmed,  8  Bow.  77 ;  Fnurman  agt  WaUery  13  Bow.  348;  Zawrena  agt  Bamk 
Bepublic,  31  Bow.  509,  em  p.  504,  Cowrt  of  AppeaU;  TaU  agt  Matthem,  20  Bow.  430, 
O.  T.;  Oonld  agt  Bryan,  3  Botw.  626,  G.  T.;  Leffinywell  agt  Chaiet,  5  Bono.  703 ; 
AJbrakamt  agt  MiteKell,  8  Abb.  123;  BiUler  agt  Tomlinton,  15  Abb.  88,  G.  21;  Jfor- 
QOJi  agt  Avery,  7  Barb.  656;  Ji»  r0  Aaron  Griewold,  13  Barb.  412,  G.  T.;  Parier  agt 
Smiik,  2  Lwinffeion't  Law  Moffoeine,  770;  ffoffiman  on  Profrieional  Semediet,  436; 
Kerr  agt  Moitni,  28  IT.  T.  B.  659.) 

IX.  The  property  which  can  be  levied  npon  by  virtue  of  an  attachment  means 
snoh  as  is  defined  by  the  Code.  A  promissory  note  is  a  chose  in  aetion,  and  cannot 
be  levied  upon  (unless  it  is  seiied  and  carried  away),  because  it  is  capable  of  manual 
delivery.  The  indorsement  of  the  note  operated  as  an  assignment,  and  therefore 
the  note  should  have  been  seised,  or  else  a  certificate  demanded ;  but  nothing  of  the 
kind  was  attempted.  {Code,  $(  231, 232,  234, 235,  463,  464 ;  Lqfbu  agt  Otark,  I  BUL 
310,  G.  T.;  Baneom  agt  Miner,  3  Sancff.  692,  G.  T.;  Marek  agt  Badnu,  16  BatK 
483,  G.  T.;  Intwranee  Co.  agt  BaUewid  Oo.  41  Barb.  9,  G.  T.;  WUeon  agt.  JAtUe  9 
Comet  on  p.  447;  The  Dry  Bed:  Bamk ngL  Lifk Ine,  Co.  3  Com^  344.) 

X.  No  appraisers  were  appointed  or  inventory  filed,  or  certificate  was  asked  for 
or  furnished.  Theic  omission  is  fintal,  and  the  question  can  be  raised  at  any  time  by 
any  one  sought  to  be  affected  by  the  attachment  The  aflidavits  upon  which  the 
attachment  was  granted,  the  undertaking  and  affidavits  of  justification,  and  notice 
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of  flie  attaehment,  in  Drvry  agL  RttueUj-an  entirelj  omitted  from  the  appeal  book, 
and  therefore  the  papers  cannot  be  noticed  by  the  court  on  appeal.  The  appeal 
book  does  not  show  the  grounds  upon  which  the  attachment  was  issued.  (,Co<U9 
n  232,  236,  194,  471 ;  3  B.  8.  5<A  €d.  p.  80,  $$  7  Co  11  vtclutive;  Van  AUtyw  agk 
JKuww,  1  Ktm.  331 ;  Zyjium  agt  CaHv>right,  3  S.  D.  Smith,  117,  G.  T.;  EnerUxm 
agt  Tkoma*^  5  J7ow.  45 ;  Baiufym  agt  HaUott,  9  Bow,  119,  &.  T.;  Hoffman  on  Pro- 
vitiimdl  BoMdi^  426,  427,  456,  457.) 

XI.  The  note  passed  to  the  plaintiff  by  indorsement  delivery  and  sale,  more  than 
twenty  days  before  the  attachment  was  issued,  and  therefore,  even  if  it  was  valid* 
it  oonld  not  affeot  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  note.    This  fact  too,  was  passed  npoa 
by  the  JQiy.    (3  JB.  i&  5eA  ad.  j).  84,  $  38 ;  Farmer^  and  Mechaniet'  Bank  agt  Wadt  < 
worth,  2  A.  Law  IUg%8ter,p,  121 ;  GouM  agt  Mlory,  39  Barb.  163,  Q,  T.) 

III.  The  plaintiff  being  the  owner  of  the  note,  and  Bnssell  (the  payee)  having  n« 
property  in  tiiis  state  when  the  attachment  was  issued,  the  judgment  in  Bnuy  agt 
BusmII  is  void,  and  also  the  assignment  fh>m  Bussell  to  the  plaintiff  were  properly 
excluded  by  the  court,  because  the  plaintiff  makes  title  at  a  date  prior  to  either  of 
them.  This,  too,  was  passed  upon  by  the  jury.  {Code,  ( 132 ;  Ibrce  agt  €hwer,  23 
Bow,  194,  G.  r.;  JKaie  agt  Andenon,  12  Abb,  8,  G.  T.;  Skinner  agt  Stuart,  15  ^156. 
391,  G.  T.;  McKay  agt.  Borrower,  27  Barb,  463,  G,  T.;  Hall  agt  Stryker,  29  Barb, 
105,  G,  T,;V  N,  T,B,fG%',  Sidbert  agt.  Tks  Erie  Bailway  Co.  i'd  Barb.  SS^i  Lomer 
agt  Meeker,  ^N.T.B,  on  p.  d63.) 

XIIL  **  Declaring  a  note  to  be  good  to  one  about  to  purchase  it,  or  standing  by  ia 
■Oenoe  when  it  is  transferred  for  consideration,  is  an  estoppel  in  paie  against  a 
debtor."  (2  Pareone  on  Oowtraee,  340,  793,  bth  ed.;  Watton  agt  McLaren,  19  Wend. 
SST;  Foeter  agt  Newland,  21  Wend,  94;  Bider  agt  UnionL  B.  Co,  4  Boew,  169,  G- 
T.;  Byrne  agt.  FarweU,  9  Barb.  615,  G,  T.;  Oardwell  agt  Hicks,  27  Barb,  458,  G, 
2V  Hawley  agt  Griewold,  42  Barb.  18,  G,  T.;  Brookman  agt  Metea^,  34  How.  429, 
Superior  Cowrt,G.T.) 

XIV.  The  dismissal  of  the  complaint  by  Judge  Woodkuff  (June  13, 1856),  and 
the  judgment  for  eotts  entered  thereon,  was  no  bar  to  a  recovery  here.  His  honor 
who  presided  at  the  last  trial  charged  the  jury  correctly  in  this  and  all  other  respects. 
No  error  was  committed  in  ruling  out  the  judgment  roll  and  case,  and  other  papers, 
in  Wheeler  agt  Lake  A  Biacbausn,  or  any  other  matter  of  defense.  If  his  honor  had 
ruled  otherwise,  he  would  have  committed  the  same  errors  which  were  committed 
at  the  fourth  trial,  and  for  which  errors  in  his  ruling  a  new  trial  was  granted 
(Deoember  5,  1863)  to  the  present  respondent.  No  error  was  eommitted  by  bis 
honor  in  charging  the  jury  as  he  did,  or  in  declining  to  charge  them  as  requested  by 
counsel  for  the  appellant;  and  the  cause  having  been  tried  the  last  time  in  accord- 
ance with  the  instructions  and  decisions  sent  dovni  from  the  general  term,  the  judg- 
okBiit  entered  upon  the  verdict  must  now  be  affirmed,  with  costs.  (2  (hwesn  d  EUPe 
Nofee,  804  to  810, 971 ;  4  PkiUip^  JBrndence,  O.  and  H.  notet,  part  2,  pp,  13,  40, 839, 
840;  Barrteon  agt  Ward,  2  Duer,  50,  G.  T.;  McKnight  agt.  Bunhp,  4  Barb,  36 ; 
Hoiehkist  agt  Hodge,  38  Barb,  117,  G,  T.;  Coit  agt  Bland,  22  How,  2,  G  T.;  DtxCer 
agt  Clark,  22  How,  289,  G,  T.;  Wilcox  agt  Lee,  26  How,  418,  G.  T.;  HoWrook  agt 
U,  and  8.  BaUroad  Co.  2  Kem,  236,  eee  pp,  244-^;  AudUbon  agt  Ihs.  Ine.  Co.  27  H, 
r.J2.216;  JSuicragt  Union  I.  B.  Co.  26  H.  T.B,7^;  ITm- agt.  jBay«,  35  JV.  T. 
J2.331;  iby  agt  O^Niel,  26  H.  T.  B.  p,  11;  WiUiame  ngL Birch,  6Bonp.299; 
People  agt  VUae,  3  Abb.  H,  S.  252,  Cowrt  ofAppeaU;  Wheeler  agt  Bnekman,  2  Abb. 
jr.  S.  186,  G,  T,) 

BoBEBTSONy  Ch,  J.  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  moved^ 
Vol.  XXXY.  28 
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on  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  in  this  action,  to  dismiss  the 
complaint,  upon  the  ground  that  the  former  action  in  this 
court,  mentioned  in  the  answer,  was  a  bar  to  this  action, 
which  the  court  refused,  and  an  exception  was  taken  by  him 
to  such  refusal.  He  also  requested  the  presiding  judge  to 
charge  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  bought  this  note  for  prose- 
cution, being  a  practicing  attorney,  and  therefore  could  not 
recover  upon  it,  which  the  judge  refused  and  the  counsel 
excepted.  The  presiding  judge  charged  the  jury  that  neither 
the  judgment  in  the  former  action  between  the  same  parties, 
in  this  court,  nor  that  in  the  action  in  the  marine  court, 
brought  in  the  name  of  Russell,  were  bars  to  this  action ;  to 
which  instructions  the  defendant's  counsel  excepted.  These 
are  all  the  exceptions  in  the  case  upon  the  merits.  The 
judgment  in  the  former  action  in  this  court  was  no  bar, 
because  the  complaint  in  it  was  merely  dismissed,  and  the 
issues  were  never  tried  or  a  verdict  3f  the  jury  given. 
{Dexter  ^agt.  Clarke^  22  How.  289;  Seaman  agt  Ward^  1 
Eat.  62 ;  People  agt.  VHas^  3  Abb.  N.  8.  252 ;  Coit  agt 
Beardy  33  Barb.  357 ;  Coit  agt.  Blandy  22  How.  2 ;  S.  C.  12 
Abb.  462.)  The  judgment  in  the  marine  court  was  also  no 
bar,  because  it  was  a  dismissal  of  the  complaint  for  want  of 
parties,  and  not  on  the  merits. 

The  reversal  seems  to  have  had  no  other  effect  than  to 
give  the  plaintifl  in  it  costs,  as  it  was  never  tried  again. 
{Anon.  9  Wend.  503.)  This  judgment  was  also  not  set  up 
in  the  answer  as  any  defense ;  nor  was  any  such  defense  set 
up  therein  as  to  the  purchase  by  the  plaintiff  of  such  note 
for  prosecution,  although  it  had  been  in  the  former  action  in 
this  court ;  so  that  no  such  defense  was  admissible  on  the 
trial.  Besides,  there  was  not  enough  evidence  in  the  case 
to  sustain  a  charge  of  a  purchase  for  such  purpose,  if  it  had 
been  set  up  as  a  defense. 

The  written  agreement  of  the  3d  of  February,  1854,  did 
not  constitute  a  purchase  of  the  note  in  question ;  the  parol 
agreement  of  the  4th  made  it  only  partly  one,  and  the  plain- 
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tiff  was  already  employed  to  sue  upon  it  The  assignment 
in  December,  1854,  was  executed  after  the  termination  of 
the  action  in  the  marine  court,  and  its  objects  and  occasion 
fully  explained. 

The  following  questions  were  excluded  oh  the  trial ;  to 
whose  exclusion  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  excepted : 
1st.  ^'Did  you  draw  the  complaint  in  this  caset^ 
This  was  put  to  the  plaintiff,  in  reference  to  the  action  in 
the  marine  court,  brought  in  the  name  of  RusseU. 

2d.  '^Did  you  not  also  on  that  trial  claim  that  Robert  P> 
Russell  was  the  owner  of  the  note  f' 

This  also  referred  to  the  trial  in  the  marine  court. 
3d.  *^  Had  you  ever  commenced  any  other  suit  for  Robert 
P.  Russell,  prior  to  this  note  being  left  with  you  P 

None  of  the  information  sought  by  these  questions  was 
material.  In  fact,  the  first  was  answered  by  the  plaintiff, 
testifying  subsequently,  that  his  brother  drew  the  complaint 
inquired  about,  and  he  did  not.  In  reference  to  the  second, 
he  stated  that  he  employed  counsel  on  such  trial.  Nor  do  I 
see  that  his  claiming  on  the  trial  that  RussoU  was  the  owner 
of  the  note,  was  more  important  than  his  acting  as  attorney 
in  the  suit  in  which  he  claimed  it.  That  question  was  dis- 
posed of  by  this  court  when  this  case  was  before  it  formerly. 
(1  Bdbt  IL  408.)  The  fact  of  commencing  or  not  commenc- 
ing some  other  suit  for  Russell,  before  the  note  was  left  by 
him  with  the  plainti£^  was  wholly  irrelevant. 

The  following  question  was  put  to  the  plaintiff,  and  its 
admission  excepted  to : 

Q.  ^^Did  you  ever  a;t  any  time,  in  substance,  make  any 
claim  to  this  note,  other  than  that  you  became  the  owner  on 
the  4th  of  February,  1854?^ 

But  the  exception  became  useless,  because  it  was  never 
answered,  the  plaintiff  merely  saying,  in  reply  to  which  no 
objection  was  made,  that  he  didn't  ^^  think  he  ever  testified 
to  that ;"  and  so  it  appears  by  the  case. 

The  defendant's  counsel  offered  a  copy  of  the  case,  pre- 
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pared  oo  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  on  a  fonner  trial  of 
this  action,  claimed  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  the  case  before  us  states,  showed  an  entire  different 
statement  by  him  from  that  made  on  the  present  trial.  The 
fact  that  the  case  was  in  his  handwriting  can  make  no  differ- 
ence* as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence.  The  case  itself 
is  no  evidence  of  what  took  place  on  the  triaL  {Neiban  agt 
1  Columbian  Ins.  Co.  1  Johns.  R  301.) 

These  are  all  the  exceptions  insisted  on  upon  the  argu- 
ment. The  jury  passed  upon  the  question  of  the  transfer  to 
the  plaintiff  on  the  3d  or  4th  of  February,  1854  (prior  to  the 
attachment  in  the  Drury  case),  because  it  was  expressly  sub- 
mitted to  them,  and  they  were  directed  to  find  for  the 
defendant,  if  the  note  was  not  then  transfened ;  and  this 
fully  defeated  any  claim  under  the  Drury  attachment. 

There  being  no  error  in  the  charge  or  refusal  to  charge, 
or  the  admission  or  exclusion  of  testimony,  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

I  concur. — S.  Jonbs. 


•»• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Gabrtf  Waffub,  respondent  agt.  Jame3  H.  (Joblb, 

appellant. 

The  proof  required  to  utiatj  Hie  ofioer  grantbg  an  ordtr  of  pubUcatioii^  that  the 
party  Gsnnotf  after  dne  diligfenoe  be  found  within  the  itate,  must  appear  b j  t^ 
daviiL  The  retwm  of  a  $k$rif  upon  the  •aminoM,  wlU  not  be  oonaldiered  as  fom 
ing  any  part  of  saoh  proof. 

The  plaiiU\ff  in  the  aotion,  is  a  competent  peieoo  to  make  the  aSldavit  for  an  order 
of  pablication,  as  waa  dedded  in  Foa  Wyek  agt  ZToniy  (90  Eim.  Pr.  B,  3SS>. 

TTie  atatnte  does  not  presorlbe  who  shall  make  the  affidavit ;  bnt  it  most  show  that 
dne  diligence  has  been  need ;  and  that  the  person  to  be  serred  cannot  be  found 
within  the  state,  to  the  satisfoetion  of  the  oonrt  or  Judge. 

The  statute  does  not  reqaire  the  jUmg  of  tA«  OMipbtaf  in  a  caeei  where  the  defend- 
ant is  mrdtA  penonaUff  out  of  tbe  state,  soon  after  the  order  of  pnblieation  fts 
granted,  and  where  no  publication  is  made. 
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Ptosonal  aenrioe  of  a  wpj  of  Hie  stumiioii*  and  compUdnt,  out  of  th«  state,  is  eqahr- 
alent  to  pablieation  and  deposit  in  the  post  offiee.    {€hd4,  f  135.)   - 

Where  the  BonunonB  is  issued  and  an  ctUachmmt  levied  npon  defendant's  property, 
more  than  thirty  daytf  before  the  servioe  of  the  summons  and  complaint  npon  the 
defendant  oat  of  the  state,  by  whieh  the  aotion  is  deemed  to  have  been  eommen- 
eed  (no  servioe  by  publication  having  been  made),  the  attachment  becomes  wholly 
widf  nnder  section  2i7  of  the  Code,  and  will  be  set  aside  on  moUon.  Bat  the 
order  of  pabtication  will  be  allowed  to  stand. 


Seventh  Judicial  Distnct^  Oeneral  Temty  June^  1868. 

JPteseni  E.  D.  Smiths  Johnson  and  J.  C.  Smith,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  denying  motion  to  set  aside  attachment 
and  order  of  publication.  The  defendant  was  a  non-resideDt 
of  this  state,  and  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Michigan.  The 
sammons,  and  a  warrant  of  attachment  against  the  property 
of  the  defendant  were  placed  in  the  hand^  of  the  sheriff  of 
Monroe  county,  on  the  8th  day  of  October,  1866,  and  on  the 
same  day  the  sheriff  by  virtue  of  such  warrant,  seized  the 
defendant's  property.  On  the  2d  of  January,  1867,  the 
sheriff  indorsed  upon  the  summons ;  that  after  due  and  dili- 
gent inquiry  by  him  made,  he  could  not  find  the  defendant 
within  his  bailiwick,  to  make  service  of  process  upon  him. 
On  the  following  day  the  plaintifi  presented  his  own  affi- 
davit to  the  county  judge  of  Monroe  county,  in  which  he  set 
forth,  among  other  things,  that  the  defendant  was  his  son  in 
law,  having  married  his  daughter,  and  that  in  the  fall  of  the 
year  of  1864,  he  left  his  residence  in  this  state,  and  removed 
to  Van  Buren  county,  in  the  state  of  Michigan,  where  he  has 
since  resided  with  his  family.  That  the  summons  issued  in 
the  action  could  not  be  served  by  reason  of  the  defendant's 
residence  out  of,  and  his  absence  from  this  state.  That  the 
deponent  had  searched  for  the  defendant  and  endeavored  to 
find  him  within  the  state  at  the  time  of  commencing  the  ac- 
tion ;  and  that  by  search  and  inquiry  he  had  been  unable  to 
find  him,  and  did  not  believe  he  had  been  within  this  state 
since  the  fall  of  1864 ;  and  that  he  would  be  likely  to  know 
from  the  fact  of  the  defendant  being  his  son  in  law,  and  he 
having  seen  letters  from  him,  the  defendant.    Upon  this  affi- 
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davit  being  presented  to  the  county  judge,  together  with  the 
shenflPs  return  upon  the  summons,  that  officer  on  the  day 
last  aforesaid,  made  an  order  for  the  service  of  the  summons 
by  publication,  in  which  it  is  recited  as  follows :  ^^It  appear- 
ing to  my  satisfaction  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  that  a 
cause  of  action  exists,"  Ac,  and  **  that  the  defendant  cannot 
after  due  diligence,  be  found  within  this  state,"  Ac,  ^^  I  do 
order,"  &c.  After  the  granting  of  the  order,  and  on  the  8th 
of  January,  1867,  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint 
were  served  personally  on  the  defendant  at  his  residence  in 
the  state  of  Michigan. 

No  complaint  had  been  filed  in  the  clerk's  office.  The 
motion  to  set  aside  the.  attachment  and  order  was  made 
upon  three  grounds :  1.  That  the  affidavit  on  which  such 
(H'der  was  granted,  does  not  show  that  efibrt  was  made  to 
serve  the  summons,  nor  that  the  defendant  could  not  be 
found,  nor  that  any  search  has  been  made  for  him,  nor  that 
he  was  not  in  the  state  when  the  summons  was  issued.  2. 
That  no  complaint  has  been  filed  in  said  action.  3.  That 
the  order  of  publication  of  the  sununons  was  not  obtained, 
and  publication  thereof  commenced  within  the  tune  prescri- 
bed by  statute. 

The  motion  was  denied  and  the  defendant  appeals. 

G.  F.  Danforth,  for  appellant. 
M.  S.  Newton,  for  respondent. 

By  the  courts  Johnson,  J.  It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant's 
counsel,  that  the  judge  who  granted  the  order  of  publication 
had  no  right  to  receive  or  take  into  consideration  the  sheriff's 
certificate  that  he  could  not  find  the  defendant  in  his  county 
to  make  service  of  the  summons  upon  him.  It  is  also  claimed 
that  proof  by  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  to  be  served  '^  can- 
not after  due  diligence,  be  found  within  the  state,"  must  be 
made  by  the  officer,  or  other  person  who  has  the  possession 
of  the  suniniops,  for  the  purpose  of  making  service.     And 
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that  the  alBdavit  of  the  plaintiff,  who  could  not  serve  the 
summons,  was  not  competent  proof  before  the  officer,  to  sat- 
isfy him  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  found  within  the 
state.  The  statute  provides  what  kind  of  proof  shall  be 
made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  or  officer,  granting  the 
order  of  publication,  that  a  party  cannot,  after  due  diligence, 
be  found  within  the  state.  That  fact  must  appear  by  affi- 
davit.    {GodSy  %  135.) 

The  return  of  a  sheriff  will  not  answer;  that  not  being  the 
kind  of  evidence  which  the  statute  requires.  Nor  could  the 
essential  fact  be  made  to  appear  partly  by  affidavit  and  partly 
by  a  return.  It  must  be  made  to  appear  by  affidavit  only. 
But  although  the  return  appears  to  have  been  presented 
with  the  plaintiff's  affidavit,  there  is  nothing  to  show  that 
the  judge  who  granted  the  order  received,  or  acted  upon  the 
return  as  evidence.  On  the  contrary  the  order  recites  that 
the  fact  appeared  to  his,  the  judge's,  satisfaction  by  the  affi- 
davit of  the  plaintiff 

If  the  affidavit  was  competent  as  evidence,  the  presence 
of  the  return  at  the  same  time  did  not  destroy  or  weaken  its 
force.  As  to  the  competency  of  an  affidavit  by  a  plaintiff  in 
the  action  for  such  a  purpose,  it  was  held  to  be  competent 
and  sufficient  in  Van  Wyck  agt.  Hardy  (20  How.  Pr.  B.  222). 
That  was  a  general  term  decision,  which  it  is  our  practice 
generally  to  follow.  The  statute  does  not  prescribe  who 
shall  make  the  affidavit,  but  it  must  show,  that  due  diligence 
has  been  used,  and  that  the  person  to  be  served  cannot  be 
found  within  the  state,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court  or 
judge.  In  the  present  case  it  will  be  seen  from  the  facts 
V  stated  in  the  affidavit,  in  respect  to  the  inquiries  made,  and 
the  grounds  of  belief  and  knowledge  that  it  furnishes  far 
more  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  defendant's  continual  ab- 
sence from  the  state,  than  any  proof  of  search  by  a  sheriff  or 
other  officer,  who  was  a  stranger  to  him,  could  furnish. 

As  to  filing  the  complaint  in  a  case  like  this,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  it  is  not  necessary.    Here  the  summons  and  com« 


360  ^^^^^  ^OBK  PRAOnCE  BEPOBTS. 

WaiBfl  agtOohlA. 

—  —  - 

plaint  were  served  personally  upon  the  defendanti  within  a 
short  time  after  the  order  of  publication  was  granted  The 
CSode  (^  135)  proyidesy  that  when  publication  is  ordered,  p^- 
sonal  service  of  a  copy  of  the  summons  and  complaint  out 
of  the  state,  is  equivalent'  to  publication  and  deposit  in  the 
post  office.  The  complaint  by  the  same  section,  is  to  be 
^' first  filed  "  ^'  in  all  cases  where  publication  is  made."  And 
in  that  case  ^Hhe  summons  as  published  must  state  the  time 
and  place  of  such  filing."  Here  no  publication  was  made, 
but  the  summons  and  complaint  were  served  personally. 
The  defendant  having  a  copy  of  the  complaint,  there  was  no 
necessity  of  having  it  filed,  where  he  could  obtain  a  copy, 
or  of  a  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  such  filing,  and  the 
statute  does  not  require  it  in  such  a  case. 

But  the  third  ground  of  the  defendant's  motion  presents  a 
question  of  more  difficulty.  The  summons,  as  has  been  * 
seen,  was  issued  and  the  attachment  levied  on  the  8th  d{  Oc- 
tober, 1866.  The  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint 
upon  the  defendant  in  the  state  of  Michigan,  which  is  made 
the  equivalent  for  publication,  after  the  order  for  a  service 
of  the  summons  in  that  manner  has  been  obtained,  was  not 
made  until  the  8th  of  January,  1867,  more  than  ninety  days 
after  the  summons  was  issued.  The  order  for  the  service  by 
publication,  was  not  obtained  until  the  3d  of  January,  1867, 
nearly  ninety  days  after  the  issuing  of  the  summons,  and 
publication  was  never  commenced.  At  the  session  of  the 
legislature  in  1866,  section  237  of  the  Code,  which  gives  the 
provisional  remedy  of  attachment,  was  amended  by  adding 
to  it  as  follows :  '^  And  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  an 
action  shall  be  deemed  commenced,  when  the  summons  is 
issued,  provided,  however,  that  personal  service  of  such  sum-  > 
mons  shall  be  made  or  publication  thereof  commenced  within 
thirty  days."  Previous  to  this  amendment,  it  had  been  held  , 
by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Kerr  agt.  Mount  (28  N.  Y.  K  \ 
659),  that  an  attachment  could  only  be  issued  where  an  ac- 
tion was  depending ;  and  that  an  attachment  issued  where 


KEW  TOKK  TRAOUCE  BEPOBTS.  3Q1 

Waffle  agt  Goble. 

^ . 

a  summons  had  been  issued  merely,  and  not  served;  wasvoid^ 
the  issuing  of  a  summons  not  being  the  commencement  of  an 
action  for  general  purposes.  By  referring  to  the  section  it 
will  be  seen,  that  this  provisional  remedy  is  given  only  ^'  m 
an  action  arising  on  conlract/'  &c»  It  must  have  the  foun- 
dation of  an  existing  depending  action  to  stand  upon,  or  it  is 
a  nullity.  Of  course  there  is  no  action  in  existence  until  one 
has  been  commenced  according  to  law«  This  amendment  to 
section  227,  was  doubtless  made  to  remedy  a  defect,  disclosed 
by  the  decision  above  referred  to,  and  to  render  the  provis- 
ional remedy  by  attachment,  more  efficacious  than  it  would 
be,  if  the  party  were  compelled  to  wait  until  the  action  was 
commenced  by  the  actual  service  of  a  summons,  before  he 
could  have  his  warrant  of  attachment.  Hence,  it  was  pro- 
vided by  the  amendment,  that  for  the  purposes  of  that  sec- 
tion (^  227),  in  order  to  uphold  and  give  effect  to  the  war- 
rant of  attachment,  the  action  should  be  deemed  to  be  com- 
menced when  the  summons  was  issued  on  certain  conditions. 
Since  the  amendment,  therefore,  a  warrant  of  attachment 
properly  granted  and  served  immediately  after  summons 
issued,  and  before  service  thereof,  is  ^Hnan  aotiony^  and  is 
valid  and  effectual,  provided  always,  that  the  conditions  on 
which  the  issuing  of  the  summons  is  deemed  the  conmience- 
ment  of  the  action,  are  subsequently  complied  with.  In  the 
present  case  the  condition  was  not  complied  with,  by  per- 
sonal service  of  the  summons  or  the  commencement  of  the 
publication  thereof  in  thirty  days.  The  question  then  arises 
whether,  after  the  expiration  of  the  thirty  days,  and  between 
that  time  and  the  service  of  the  summons  and  complaint 
under  the  order,  this  action  was  legally  depending,  so  as  to 
afford  a  support  to  the  warrant  of  attachment. 

This  depends  upon  the  effect  of  the  proviso  in  the  amend- 
ment. A  proviso  in  a  statute  always  unplies  a  condition, 
unless  modified  by  subsequent  words.  The  difference  between 
an  exception  and  a  proviso  in  a  statute  is  that  the  first 
exempts  absolutely  firom  the  operation  of  the  enactmenti 
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whereas  the  latter  only  defeats  the  operation  of  the  enactment 
conditionally.  {Bouv.  Law  Die.  tit  ^^PtovisOy^  and  cases 
there  cited.)  A  proTiso  is  something  engrafted  on  a  preceding 
enactment,  by  way  of  limitation  or  otherwise,  and  is  held  to 
operate  as  a  repeal  of  the  purview  of  the  act  where  it  is 
inconsistent  with  it,  as  expressing  the  last  intention  of  the 
law  giver.  (SmitVs  Commentaries  on  Statute  and  Constitu- 
tional LaWi  712.)  The  effect  of  the  amendment  most  clearly 
is,  that  in  the  particular  case  in  which  a  warrant  of  attach- 
ment is  properly  issued,  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  summons, 
or  at  any  time  afterwards,  within  thirty  days,  the  action  is 
deemed  to  be  commenced  and  depending  provisionally  or 
conditionally  only.  If  within  the  thirty  da}rs,  however,  the 
proviso  or  condition  is  not  complied  with,  the  action  is  no 
longer  deemed  to  be  commenced  by  the  issuing  of  the  sam- 
mons,  and  the  action  is  no  longer  depending.  The  warrant 
of  attachment,  consequently,  being  no  longer  'Mn  an  action" 
depending,  has  nothing  to  stand  upon,  and  must  necessarily 
falL  The  subsequent  steps  within  the  thirty  days  are  clearly 
jurisdictional  matters,  and  must  be  taken  in  order  to  continue 
the  pendency  of  the  action,  which  is  before  then  provisional 
only.  This  proviso  is,  in  its  character,  quite  like  that 
attached  to  section  99.  By  that  section,  it  is  provided  that 
the  attempt  to  commence  an  action  by  the  delivery  of  a  sum- 
Uions  to  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  of  the  county,  with  the 
intent  that  it  shall  be  actually  served,  shall  be  deemed  equiv- 
alent to  the  commencement  thereof.  But  it  also  provides 
that  such  attempt  must  be  followed  by  the  first  publication 
of  the  summons,  or  the  service  thereof,  within  sixty  days. 
This  has  been  uniformly  held  not  to  apply  to  the  commence- 
ment of  actions  generally,  but  to  actions  in  particular  cases 
only.  Supposing,  in  an  action  under  that  section,  to  save 
the  statute  of  limitations,  no  subsequent  steps  should  be 
taken  after  the  issuing  of  the  summons,  would  any  one  pre- 
tend that  an  action  had  been  commenced  for  any  purpose? 
I  think  not.    By  the  proviso  in  the  amendment  in  question, 
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the  legislature  doubtless  intended  that  a  plaintiff  should  lose 
all  benefit  and  advantage  which  might  accrue  from  such  a 
provisi6nal  remedy,  unless  he  continued  diligently  and  per- 
fected the  commencement  of  the  action  by  the  service  of  the 
summons  in  one  of  the  ways  provided  for.  It  was  not 
designed  to  give  a  plaintiff-  the  privilege  of  seizing  the  defend- 
ant's property  in  advance,  and  holding  it  till  it  should  suit 
his  pleasure  or  convenience  to  proceed  in  his  action.  If  the 
plaintiff,  under  this  section,  could  hold  the  property  ninety 
days  before  taking  the  subsequent  steps,  I  do  not  see  why 
he  might  not  continue  to  hold  it  in  the  same  way  for  years. 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  refers  to  section  139  of  the  Code, 
which  provides  that,  from  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
summons  in  a  civil  action,  or  the  allowance  of  a  provisional 
remedy,  the  court  is  deemed  to  have  acquired  jurisdiction 
and  to  have  control  of  all  the  subsequent  proceedings.  I  do 
not  see  that  this  section  has  any  particular  bearing  upon  the 
real  question  involved  in  this  case.  The  court  undoubtedly 
acquired  jurisdiction  in  the  case  by  the  allowance  of  the  pro- 
visional order  or  warrant,  after  the  suit  was  provisionally 
commenced  by  the  issuing  of  the  summons.  But  whether  it 
retained  such  jurisdiction  after  the  lapse  of  thirty  days,  when 
the  action  could  no  longer  be  deemed  to  have  been  com- 
menced, is  quite  another  question.  It  is  obvious  that  in 
such  a  case  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  must  be  provisional 
or  conditional,  as  was  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and 
ceases  the  moment  the  law  ceases  to  regard  the  action  as 
having  been  commenced  and  to  be  depending.  My  conclu- 
sion, therefore,  is,  that  the  plaintiff  having  failed  to  comply 
with  the  statutory  conditions  on  which  the  action  was 
deemed  to  be  commenced  by  the  issuing  of  the  summons,  it 
must  be  deemed  not  to  have  been  commenced  until  the  ser- 
vice of  the  summons  and  complaint,  under  the  judge's  order, 
on  the  8th  of  January,  1867.  Up  to  that  time  no  action 
had  been  commenced  and  none  was  depending,  and  the  war* 
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rant  of  attachment  had  nothing  to  aupport  it,  but  waa 
wholly  Toidy  and  should  have  been  aet  aside. 

The  defendant  asked  also  by  his  motion  to  have  the  order 
of  publication  set  aside;  but  I  do  not  see  why  that  was  not 
regularly  granted,  under  the  general  provision  for  the  service 
of  a  summons  upon  a  non-resident  defendant,  without  any 
referenca  to  the  attachment  So  far  as  that  is  concerned,  the 
order  appealed  from  is  correct. 

The  order,  therefore,  so  far  as  it  refuses  to  set  aside  the 
warrant  of  attachment,  should  be  reversed,  and  an  order  set- 
ting aside  the  attachment  granted,  and  in  other  respects 
affirmed.    No  costs  of  the  appeal  allowed  to  either  party. 


•  ♦• 


SUPREME  COURT. 
FsANCis  PoMTOt  appellaat  agt  Jambs  H.  Phelps,  reepondeat. 

Where  a  Jnsdoe  of  the  peace,  under  the  proTiaiona  of  leotion  371  of  the  Code,  and 
after  a  written  aooeptanoe  of  an  ofler,  upon  appeal,  to  allow  judgment  for  a  cer> 
tain  Bonii  ''  makes  a  minate  thereof  in  hia  docket,  and  eonreots  aneh  jodgmeD^ 
aooordinglj,"  bnt  reftuee  to  allow  duburMmeutt  and  eottt  in  the  eamrt  bdtw  la  tk» 
appellant,  the  appellant  may  apply  to  the  eonnty  oonrt  6y  wiotion  and  have  aoeh 
coitt  tasBedt  and  judgment  entered  in  hia  fliTor  tat  the  amovnt  in  th»  mtml§  cmHj 
and  an  appeal  can  be  taken  therefrom  to  the  aapreme  court* 

Stfractise  Chneral  Term^  June^  1868. 
Before  Foster,  Muixik  and  Mobgan,  Justices. 
On  the  2l8t  day  of  December,  1867,  the  above  named 
plaintiff  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  above  named 

*NoTB. — ^The  county  coort,  therefore,  under  section  371  of  the  Code,  haa  jniiadi^ 
fion  over  the  cottt  and  duburmmenU  of  the  appellant  and  the  power  iff  taxation  thereof, 
and  of  entering  judgment  thereon,  on  motion;  while  the  justice  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
judgment  corrected  in  favor  of  the  respondent,  and  the  power  to  proceed  to  the  cok- 
lectiou  thereof;  because  that  section  declares  that,  after  the  correction  of  the  judg« 
ment  aooordingly,"  Ike  tame  to  eorroeted  thall  Hand  at  hit  JMdffwtentt  emd  be  enfbroid 
ueoordingly"  It  seems  to  be  difficult  to  understand  how  the  county  court  gets  jnri^ 
diction  of  any  part  of  the  case  by  motion,  after  the  appeal  is  disposed  of  by  the  entry 
of  a  corrected  judgment,  which  is  to  stand  as  the  judgment  of  the  justice.— Bbp. 
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defendant,  in  a  justice's  court,  for  $60  damages  and  $7.36 
costs ;  in  all  $67.35.^  On  the  9th  of  January  thereafter  the 
defendant  served  a  notice  of  appeal  to  the  county  court  of 
Jefferson  countyi  in  which  he  offered  to  allow  the  judgment 
to.be  corrected  and  to  stand  and  be  enforced  for  $40  damages 
and  $5.00  costs;  in  aU  $45.00;  and  that  he  would  pay  that 
amount.  This  offer  was  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  on  the 
14th  of  January,  1868,  and  notice  thereof  given  to  the 
defendant  on  the  15th  January,  who  accepted  the  plaintiff^s 
offer  or  acceptance;  and  thereupon  defendant  went  before 
the  justice  and  had  him  correct  the  judgment  accordingly, 
and  enter  judgment  for  $40  damages  and  $5.00  costs,  iiter 
this- was  done,  as  provided  by  section  371  of  the  Code,  the 
defendant  asked  the  justice  to  indorse  on  such  judgment,  so 
corrected  as  aforesaid,  the  further  sum  of  $12.20,  which  he 
claimed  as  his  disbursements  on  appeal  and  costs  in  the  court 
below.  This  the  justice  refused  to  do ;  when  the  defendant 
made  a  motion  to  the  county  court  to  have  that  court  tax 
his  costs  and  set  them  off  against  the  judgment  in  the  court 
below.  The  motion  was  heard  before  the  Jefferson  county  . 
court,  February  4,  1868,  and  granted.  The  defendant's 
costs  were  taxed  by  the  said  county  court  at  $12.20,  and  a 
|udgment  ordered  in  his  favor  for  that  amount  against  the 
plaintiff. 

From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appeals  to  this  court,  and 
asks  that  the  order  of  the  county  court  be  set  aside,  with 
costs,  on  the  ground  that -the  county  court  of  Jefferson 
county  had  no  power  to  hear  the  motion  or  make  the  order; 
for  the  reason — 

First.  That  the  action  was  not  in  ihe  county  court  at  the 
time  the  motion  was  made ;  and, 

Second.  The  county  court  has  no  power  to  tax  costs  in 
any  action;  and, 

Third.  It  can  only  order  judgments  in  actions  brought 
into  that  court  by  appeal,  and  there  heard  and  decided ;  in 
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which  case  the  coBts  follow  by  force  of  law,  and  are  to  be 
taxed  by  the  clerk^  and  not  by  the  coart 

K  Whtting,  aUamey  for  plaintiff. 

I.  I  will  fint  ezamiM  the  foree  of  the  lint  objection,  to  wit,  "  that  the  actkn  was 
not  in  the  ooimtj  ooort  at  the  tame  the  motion  wae  made."  At  the  time  this  motion 
was  made,  the  jnstiee  had,  ae  provided  by  section  371,  corrected  fiis  judgment,  under 
taking  and  ezecntion,  and  made  the  judgment  $40  damages  and  $5.00  costs,  in  aU 
$45,  which  amount  the  defendant  by  his  written  offer  had  agreed  to  pay ;  and  the 
justice  then  refused  to  make  any  further  deductions,  and  would  not  allow  the 
defendant  the  Author  som  of  $12i20,  as  he  had  no  power  to  do  so ;  and  then  the 
defendant  makes  this  motion. 

Now,  section  371  of  the  Code  provides  that,  when  these  offers  are  made  and 
acoepted,  "  the  appellant  may  thereupon,  and  within  five  days  thereafter,  file  with 
the  justice  a  written  acceptance  of  such  offer,  who  mKoII  thereupon  make  a  minute 
thereof  in  his  docket  and  correct  such  judgment  accordingly,  and  the  same  so  ooi^ 
lected  shall  stand  as  ku  jwigmtut^  and  be  enforced  accordingly."  And  the  ezeco- 
tion  to  be  issued  thereon,  and  undertaking  given,  d&a,  shaU  all  be  corrected  and 
enforced  by  the  justice.  I  say,  therefore,  that  the  moment  the  appellant  presented 
to  this  justice  the  offer  and  acceptance,  and  had  the  justice  correct  his  judgment,  it 
destroyed  the  force  of  the  appeal  and  returned  the  whole  proceedings  to  the  justice's 
conn,  and  the  county  court  had  no  power  over  them  any  lon«{er,  and  all  proceedings 
had  in  them  thereafter  must  be  had  in  the  justice's  court. 

The  next  objection  is,  "The  county  court  has  no  power  to  tax  costs  in  any  action.'' 
That  is  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction ;  and  the  power  to  do  any  act  must  be  found  in 
•ome  statute,  or  they  have  no  power.  (1  Code  B.  Jf.  8.75;  5  Bow,  446;  15  jiU. 
?14.)  And  the  power  to  do  the  act  must  afllrmatively  appear.  It  is  not  necessary  te 
■how  want  of  power  outside  of  the  moving  papers ;  the  power  must  be  shown 
affirmatively  in  the  papers.  (3  Seid,  176.)  Now,  it  afihmatively  appears  in  theee 
papers  that  the  judgment  is  and  was  in  the  justice's  court  when  this  motion  was 
made,  showing  the  entire  want  of  power.  But  we  go  further,  and  show  affirma 
tively  that  he  ha«  no  power.  Section  303  of  the  Code  abolishes  all  former  statutes 
in  relauon  to  costs,  or  fees,  &c.;  and  section  311  authorizes  the  clerk  of  the  eout, 
«n  two  or  five  days  notice,  to  tax  the  costs  and  disbursemeiits  of  the  prevailing 
party,  and  enter  the  same  in  a  judgment ;  and  the  clerk  by  this  section  can  only  tax 
costs,  Sm.j  in  case  of  Anal  judgment.  Judge  Habeis,  in  5th  Bow.  Pr.  B.  5,  says, 
**  the  dark  is  the  only  officer  authorised  by  the  Code  to  tax  or  adjust  costs ;"  and  hia 
authority  is  limitM  to  cases  of  final  judgment  {8e$  aUo  6  Bow,  413;  4  Bow,  361 ; 
Id.  304 ;  to  Ms  jams  effhcL) 

The  clerk  being  the  taxing  officer  in  all  the  courts,  I  will  now  see  in  what  manner 
and  in  what  cases  the  court  can  examine  into  the  question  of  costs.  Judge  FfAaay^^ 
in  8  Bow,  5,  says  **  taxation  of  costs  by  a  judge  at  chambers  is  a  nullity ;"  and  the 
amount  of  costs  in  in  interlocutory  proceedings  should  be  fixed  in  the  order  granting 
them,  or\>Tovide  in  the  order  for  their  being  taxed  by  the  clerk ;  and  if  none  are  pro- 
vided in  the  order,  none  cao  be  collected.  Section  368  of  the  Code  awards  costs  to 
the  appellant  on  reversal,  and  to  the  respondent  on  affirmance.  Section  369  provides 
for  the  court  ordering  restoration,  where  the  judgment  is  reversed,  after  it  has  been 
paid ;  and  section  370  authorises  the  court,  when,  upon  appeal,  a  recovery  is  had  by 
one  party  and  costs  awarded  to  the  other,  to  set  one  off  against  the  other  and  to 
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oidtr  judgment  for  th«  bid«D«e.  Wa  mj,  thArefoie,  that  tbe  ooiinty  Judge  had  no 
powar  over  these  coiits. 

But  it  li  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  aeotioa  371  allows  Uieie  ooata  and  diabnrae- 
Bienti,  and  tbe  power  to  enforce  them  mut  he  Mmewhere.  80  much  of  section  371 
as  is  claimed  allows  these  costs  reads  as  follows:  **If  the  offbr  be  made  and 
aeoepted  by  tbe  appellant,  the  appellant  shall  recover  all  his  disbnrsements  on 
appeal,  and  all  his  costs  in  the  court  below.  Bat  he  shall  not  recover  costs  except 
as  provided  in  this  chapter."  This  section  is  found  in  chapter  5,  beginning  with  see- 
tion  351  and  ending  with  371 ;  and  sections  368, 369, 370  and  371  are  the  only  sec- 
tions in  that  chapter  that  say  anything  about  costs.  Section  368  awards  costs  to 
appellant  on  reversal,  and  to  respondent  on  affirmance.  Section  369  gives  power  of 
rsetitntion,  when  judgment  has  been  paid  and  afterwards  reversed ;  and  section  370 
anthorixep  the  court  to  set  off  costs  against  recovery,  in  case  of  appeal,  where  one 
party  recovers  and  costs  are  awarded  to  the  other.  So  that  we  find  that  neither  of 
these  three  first  sections  authorize  the  costs  in  this  case.  Now,  section  371  first  pro- 
vides for  the  offers  made  in  this  case,  their  acceptance,  d&c,  and  then  says,  the 
"appellant  shall  not  recover  costs,  aniens  the  judgment  appealed  from  shall  be 
reversed  on  such  appeal,  and  be  made  more  favorable  to  him  to  the  amount  of  at 
least  $10."  This  part  of  tbe  section  evidently  refers  to  cases  where  the  appeal  is 
taken  and  beard  and  disposed  of  in  the  county  court,  and  does  not  therefbre  provide 
for  these  costs.  But  the  section  farther  provides  that,  "  whenever  costs  are  cnoanUd 
to  the  appellant,  he  shall  be  allowed  to  tax  as  a  part  thereof  the  costs  and  fees  paid 
the  justice,  and- bis  disbursements,  dtc"  Now,  when  are  these  costs  and  disburse" 
meats  to  be  awarded  1  I  answer,  it  is  in  cases  provided  for  by  section  368,  to  wit, 
"  when  the  judgment  is  afllrmed,  that  they  shall  be  awirded  to  the  respondent,  and 
when  reversed,  to  the  appellant ;"  and  the  court  has  nothing  to  do  with  cKoa/rdin^f 
them,  the  law  itself  awards  them.  (1  Jff.  D.  Smith,  398,  411 ;  12  Bow.  267,  HMD. 
Bmiih,  85.)  It  would  seem,  then,  that  these  costs  can  only  be  awarded  to  the  appel- 
lant when  he  reverses  the  judgment  or  reducee  it  at  least  ten  dollars,  and  in  this  CMse 
he  has  dene  neither. 

Now,  section  371  ftirther  provides,  that,  **  when  the  judgment  hi  the  suit  before 
the  justice  was  against  the  appellant,  he  shall  further  be  allowed  to  tax  the  cosia 
incnred  by  him  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  in  case  the  judgment 
below  had  been  rendered  in  his  fiavor."  This  portion  of  the  section  also  evidently 
lefers  to  cases  where  tbe  appellant  entirely  reverses  the  judgment,  and  final  judg- 
ment is  entered  in  his  fiavor  in  the  county  court  This  section  starts  off  with  the 
proposition  that  **  costs  shall  be  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party,  in  judgments  len 
dered  on  appeal,  in  all  cases,  with  the  following  exceptions  and  limitations ;"  and 
then  goes  on  to  provide  for  the  statement  in  the  notice  of  appeal,  offer,  acceptance, 
Aus.;  and  then  goes  on  to  say  the  ''appellant  shall  not  recover  costs  unless  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  shall  be  reversed  or  reduced  at  least  ten  dollars."  In  conclu- 
sion, I  say,  therefore,  section  371  gives  the  appellant  costs  and  disbursements  on 
appeal  when  he  reverses  the  judgment  on  appeal,  or  reduces  it  $10,  and  gives  him 
costs  and  disbursements  in  the  court  below  when  he  entirely  revenes  the  judgment 
of  the  court  below,  and  Anal  judgment  is  awarded  in  his  favor  on  appeal.  Judge 
WooDBUFF.  in  1  S.  D.  SmUhf  1*2,  says :  **  When  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiiT  is 
reversed  in  this  court,  without  an  award  of  judgment  for  the  defendant  upon  the 
merits,  the  costs  incurred  by  the  defendant  in  the  court  below  cannot  be  allowed  to 
him."  It  would  appear,  therefore,  that  appellant,  on  reversal,  cannot  recover  coats 
and  disbursements  in  the  court  below,  unless  the  county  court  order  final  judgment 
In  hia  &vor.    80  that  the  judgmeni  will  be  a  bar  to  another  action.    {8e$  4  JBL  i>. 
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SmUkf  Mpra.)  Thit  thaj  will  do  wImb  thay  eaa  iM  ho  oogfat  to  bftTo  it,  oad  ooghi 
to  haTO  faooeded  in  the  eonrt  below. 

FroB  the  notioe  of  appeal,  oflbr,  Meeptaaee,  aiul  eotry  of  iiiodiiled  judgmeot,  it 
appeen,  in  thie  eeee,  thai  the  plaintiff  waa  entitled  to  ^ndgment  in  the  eoaii  below; 
ana  he  now  baa,  by  defnidant'e  own  acta,  a  jodgment  therein  againit  the  defendant 
of  t45,  whioh  moat  eleariy  aiiowa  that  plaintifT  waa  entitled  to  coats  there ;  for,  hj 
ieotioB  3,  lawa  of  1866,  page  1488,  it  ie  pnmded,  that,  **  whenever  a  jndgmenc  ihall 
be  rendered  in  a  eonrt  of  joatioe  of  the  peace,  in  civil  aotiona,  it  ahall  be  with  coatt 
of  anit;"  end  the  same  proviaion  waa  in  the  lawa  of  1857  and  the  RcTised  Statotea, 
and  both  partiei  cannot,  certainly,  be  entitled  to  cotta. 

Sappoee  A  race  B  on  a  note  of  hand  for  $50 ;  B  defende ;  A  obtains  judgment  for 
$50  damages  and'  f5.00  costs ;  B  brings  an  appeal,  and  states  that  the  judgment 
ooght  only  to  be  $49  damages  snd  $1.00  costs ;  A  does  not  want  to  go  to  the  ezpenae 
of  a  new  trial  in  the  ooonty  coort,  so  he  dednets  the  $5.00  and  aoocpts  the  offer,  and 
the  appellant  then  turns  aroond  and  asks  A  to  pay  $12.20,  his  costs  and  disbnrae- 
menti,  aa  in  this  case.  Or  suppose  the  note  is  $5*00;  B  defends,  and  A  geta  jndg- 
nient  for  the  note  and  $2.00  costs ;  B  appeals,  and  offsrs  to  allow  judgment  to  stand 
for  $4.00  damages  and  $1.00  costs;  the  oflbr  is  accepted,  and  B  presenta  a  bill  of  coeta 
of  $12.90,  as  in  this  case,  and  demands  that  A  pay  him  the  difibrenee.  No  one  would 
pretend  that  this  was  justice  or  law,  and  yet  that  is  just  what  appellant  has  done  in 
this  case.  The  law  does  not  require  any  return  in  this  case,  and  none  is  made. 
Why,  then,  should  the  plaintifr  be  forced  to  pay  $2.00  for  a  return,  when  none  ia 
wanted  and  none  is  made  f  I  say,  therefore,  first,  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  his  costs  and  disbursements,  $12JiO ;  and  if  he  is,  the  comty  court  have  no  power 
to  a4iust  them,  and  he  must  rseoTsr  them  by  aetiou,  and  not  by  motion. 

Again,  section  2d  of  the  laws  of  1866,  pairs  1482,  gives  the  prevaUing  party  in  a 
justice's  court  costs.  The  plaintiff  prevailed  in  the  justice's  court,  and  under  thia 
law  was  entitied  to  costs.  That  ends  the  question  of  costs  in  the  court  below.  Aa 
to  the  disbursementi  on  appeal,  none  ia  necessary.  The  appellant  may  serve  hia 
notice  of  appeal  on  the  justice  and  respondent,  and  pay  no  costs,  and  then  hold  on 
iiteen  days,  and  if  the  oflbr  is  accepted,  he  can  go  before  the  justice  and  hava  the 
judgment  ooneeled,  without  paying  one  cent;  and  if  the  oflbr  is  not  accepted  in  the 
fifteen  daya,  he  has  five  days  in  which  he  can  pay  the  justice  hia  costs  and  for  mak- 
ing the  return,  and  the  appeal  goal  on,  and  nothing  Is  to  be  allowed  for  the  dishorse- 
mants  on  appeal ;  none  are  had,  and  none  are  necessary. 

Hm  order  of  the  Jeflbrson  county  court  ahould  be  reversed,  with  the  costs  of  thia 
appeal. 

Welch  A  Francis^  attameyg  for  dtfendant. 

The  Coubt  ordered  that  the  order  of  the  county  court 
appealed  from  be  in  all  things  affirmed,  with  $10  costs. 
No  written  opinion  was  giyen. 
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J.  H.  Seeley  agt.  I.  S.  Black. 

^rtemdinjft  npplementary  to  execution  are  prooeedingB  in  the  aetioi^  not  tpfcial  j>f«. 

cmt/imgtf  designated  bj  the  Code. 
Ooneeqnently  the  proceeding  by  tUtaehmmt,  for  a  Tiolation  of  an  order  in  anpple- 

mentaiy  proceedings,  is  a  proceeding  in  the  aedon ;  and  cottt  therein  should  be 

taxed  as  eottt  t»  the  ae(ioHf  and  not  as  oosts  of  an  aelion,  which  are  allowed  ia 

q>eeial  proceedings. 

Seventh  Judicial  District  OeneraJ  Termj  Juncy  1868. 

Ptesentf  E.  D.  Smith,  Johnson,  and  J.  C.  Smith,  Justices. 

MonoN  to  amend  order  of  general  term. 

The  defendant  was  proceeded  against  by  attachment,  for 
the  alleged  violation  of  an  order  of  the  special  judge  of  Mon- 
roe county,  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution,  m 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  in  the  which  the  plain- 
tiff obtained  a  judgment  against  defendant,  on  which  execu- 
tion had  been  issued  and  returned  unsatisfied.  A  reference 
was  ordered  to  take  the  proofs  ]  and  upon  the  hearing,  the 
attachment,  and  all  proceedings  had  thereon,  were  dis- 
missed,  with  costs  of  the  proceeding  to  be  adjusted  by  the 
clerk. 

From  this  order  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  general  term^ 
where  the  order  was  affirmed,  with  $10  costs  of  appeal. 

The  defendant  proceeded  and  had  his  costs  taxed  by  the 
clerk,  who  allowed  and  taxed  the  defendant's  costs  of  the 
proceeding  as  in  an  action.  The  plaintiff  appealed  from  the 
taxation  to  the  special  term,  on  the  ground  that  the  proceed- 
ing by  attachment  in  such  a  case  was  not  a  special  proceed- 
ing, but  a  proceeding  in  the  action.  The  judge  at  special 
term  held  that  the  proceeding  was  a  special  proceeding,  and 
the  defendant  entitled  to  costs  as  in  an  action,  up  to  the 
appeal  to  the  general  term,  and  granted  leave  to  the  defend- 
ant to  move  at  general  term  to  amend  the  order  affirming 
the  order  of  special  term,  by  striking  out  of  the  same  ^^  with 
Yoxi.  XXXY.  24 
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ten  dollars  costs  of  appeal^''  and  iDserting  therein  *'with 
costs  to  be  adjusted/'  to  the  end  that  he  might  haye  the 
costs  of  the  appeal  taxed  as  in  an  action. 

The  defendant  now  moyes  to  amend  the  order  accordingly, 
and  for  that  purpose. 

J.  Vak  Voobhis,  fcr  d^endant 
£•  Habbis^  far  plaintiff. 

By  the  caurty  Johnson,  J.  Whether  this  motion  should 
be  granted  or  not,  depend^  upon  the  question  whether  the 
proceeding  by  attachment  against  the  defendant  in  this  case 
was  a  special  proceeding  or  a  proceeding  in  the  action,  and 
a  part  and  parcel  of  the  remedy  embraced  by  the  action. 
The  order  claimed  to  have  been  violated  was  contained  in 
the  order  for  the  examination  of  the  defendant,  concerning 
his  property,  in  proceedings  supplementary  to  execution, 
which  forbid  his  transferring  or  disposing  of  his  property 
until  further  order.  By  the  Code,  all  remedies  are  divided 
into  actions  and  special  proceedings.  An  action  is  defined 
to  be  an  ^<  ordinary  proceeding  in  a  court  of  justice,  by  which 
a  party  prosecutes  another  party  for  the  enforcement  or  pro- 
tection of  a  right,  the  redress  or  prevention  of  a  wrong,  or 
the  punishment  of  a  public  offense.''  ^^  Every  other  remedy 
is  a  special  proceeding.''  There  has  been  some  conflict  in 
the  decisions  as  to  the  character  of  proceedings  supplemen- 
tary to  execution,  whether  they  were  special  proceedings  or 
proceedings  in  the  action.  But  whatever  may  have  been 
decided  elsewhere,  the  court  in  this  district  has  uniformly 
held  that  such  proceedings  were  proceedings  in  the  action, 
and  we  shall  probably  adhere  to  this  until  the  question  shall 
be  settled  the  other  way  by  the  court  of  last  resort.  That 
we  have  been  right  in  this  will  appear  very  plain  by  refer- 
ence to  the  Code.  Title  9  of  the  Code  is  entitled  ^^  Of  the 
execution  of  the  judgment  in  civil  actions."  It  consists  of 
two  chapters.    Chapter  1  is  entitled  *^  The  execution,"  and 
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provides  when  it  may  be  issued^  when  it  shall  be'  made 
returnable^  the  difierent  kinds,  the  form,  Ac,  and  regulates 
generally  the  proceeding  of  issuing  the  same.  Chapter  2  is 
entitled  '^Proceedings  supplementary  to  execution,''  and 
provides  for  the  proceeding  after  the  execution  has  failed  in 
executing  the  judgment.  These  proceedings  are  always 
entitled  in  the  action,  and  are  most  obviously  as  much  a  part 
of  the  machinery  which  the  law  has  provided  for  enforcing 
the  right  involved  in  the  action,  and  the  execution  of  the 
judgment,  as  the  execution  itself.  It  is  made  so  by  the 
Code,  upon  its  face,  and  in  express  terms.  The  proceedings 
supplementary,  being  proceedings  in  the  action,  the  proceed- 
ing by  attachment  for  a  violation  of  the  order  was  so  like- 
wise. 

The  proceedings  as  for  contempt,  to  enforce  civil  remedies 
and  to  protect  the  rights  of  parties,  in  civil  actions,  are  by 
attachment,  and  are  familiar  to  every  lawyer.  They  are 
always,  as  in  this  case,  entitled  in  the  action,  and  are  used, 
and  always  have  been,  as  part  of  the  machinery  belonging  to 
the  action,  to  protect  the  right  therein  involved,  and  to  aid 
in  enforcing  the  remedy.  Such  an  attachment  could  not  be 
had,  nor  the  proceeding  to  obtain  it  maintained,  outside  of 
an  action.  It  has  its  foundation  in  the  action  alone,  and  can 
only  be  used  as  one  of  the  means  or  instruments  of  the  action 
to  enforce  the  remedy  and  secure  the  right.  It  is,  as  it 
always  has  been,  part  and  parcel  of  the  armament,  so  to 
speak,  of  every  action,  to  be  used  whenever  its  use  may 
become  necessary  in  fhrthering  the  ends  of  such  action. 

The  Revised  Statutes  which  regulate  such  proceedings 
{tit.  13,  ch.  8,  part  3,  p.  534)  is  entitled  ''Of  proceedings  as 
for  contempts,  to  enforce  civil  remedies  and  to  protect  the 
rights  of  parties  in  civil  actions.'' 

This  question  is,  I  think,  settled  by  the  decision  in  the 
court  of  appeals,  in  Pitt  agt.  Davison  {reported  in  34  How. 
Pr.  R,  365),  in  which  it  is  expressly  held  that  such  proceed- 
ings to  punish  as  for  contempts,  for  the  disobedience  of  judg- 
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ments  and  orders,  are  proceedings  in  the  action.  If  they  are 
proceedings  in  the  action,  they  are  not  the  special  proceed- 
ings designated  in  the  C!ode.  The  special  proceedings  there 
referred  to  are  proceedings  other  than  in  actions.  It  is  a 
remedy  given  to  enforce  or  protect  a  right  without  action, 
and  not  in  aid  of  or  as  part  of  the  proceedings  in  actions. 
This  appears  to  my  mind  extremely  clear.  It  is  apparent 
I  that  it  would  operate  most  harshly,  and  add  excessive  bur- 
dens to  litigation,  if  it  were  to  be  established  that  all  these 
collateral  proceedings  in  actions,  used  to  aid  in  enforcing  the 
right  which  the  action  is  brought  to  establish  and  enforce, 
and  in  executing  the  judgment,  were  special  proceedings,  in 
which  costs  as  of  actions  are  to  be  allowed,  independent  of 
the  costs  of  the  action  in  which  they  were  used.  No  such 
practice  has  ever  yet  obtained,  and  I  think  we  should  set 
our  faces  most  determinedly  against  it. 

The  proceeding  was  a  proceeding  in  the  action  in  the 
nature  of  a  motion,  and  the  defendant  is  only  entitled  to 
costs  of  motion. 

The  motion  to  amend  the  order  must  therefore  be  denied. 


•  »• 
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GFEOBaB  M.  GsnTFEN  and  others  agt  Obvillb  Bbowh  and 

Lucius  S.  Smith. 

Whare  the  plaintift  flaed  to  reoo^er  of  the  defendante  |500  ton  the  ligfaterage  and 
■lorago  of  grain,  and  the  defendanta  interpoaed  a  oonnte^claim  for  mora  than  that 
amount  for  waataga  and  oonTonion  of  tha  gram,  and  claimed  a  balance  in  their 
fikTor,  and  the  referee,  on  atynsting  the  daims  on  each  aide,  found  in  fatTor  of  the 
pUintiir  a  balance  of  fim  onUt,  kdd^  that  the  plaintiflb  were  entitled  to  cmIl 
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this  case^  entered  for  defendants,  and  to  award  costs  to 
plaintiflb;  upon  the  report  of  the  referee  therein. 

S.  F.  HiGamSy  far  plaintifi. 
H.  Harris,  far  defendants. 

HoGEBOOM,  J.  The  plaintiffs  in  this  case  sued  to  recover 
for  lighterage  and  storage  of  grain  for  defendants  about  the 
sum  of  $500,  and  by  the  report  of  the  referee  established 
their  claim,  with  interest,  at  nearly  that  amount. 

The  defendants,  admitting  the  lighterage  and  storage  of  a 
large  quantifrjr  of  the  grain,  claimed  in  their  answer  that  a  * 
considerable  quantity  of  the  grain  was  never  returned  to  them, 
but  lost  or  wasted  or  converted  by  plaintifis,  and  claimed  that 
plaintifiEb  should  account  and  pay  for  the  deficient  quantity; 
that  such  amount  should  be  appHed  in  payment  and  dis^ 
charge  of  the  plaintifis'  claim,  and  the  defendants  have  judg- 
ment for  the  excess. 

The  referee  allowed  most  of  the  defendants'  claim ;  found 
that  a  certain  portion  of  the  grain  that  went  into  defendants' 
possession  was  lost  by  shrinkage  and  waste,  and  that  nearly 
1,000  bushels  were  unaccounted  for,  for  which  quantity  the 
referee  charged  the  plaintifis  at  the  market  price,  with  inter- 
est, amounting  unthin  five  cents  to  the  amount  of  the  plain- 
tifis'  claim ;  for  which  sum  of  five  cents  the  referee  reported 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiffi.  ^he  defendants,  supposing  them- 
selves, under  this  state  of  facts,  to  be  entitled  to  costs,  taxed 
the  same  at  over  $100  against  the  plaintiffs  (the  plaintiffs 
objecting  thereto),  and  entered  judgment  therefor  against  the 
the  plaintifis;  and  the  plaintiffs  now  move  to  set  aside  the 
judgment,  for  costs,  and  for  an  order  adjudging  that  the 
plaintifEs  are  entitled  to  costs. 

I  think  it  quite  clear  that  the  plaintiffs  are  so  entitled. 
They  established  at  the  trial,  and  were  allowed  for^ajg^ 
and  subsisting  claim  or  aecount  against  the  defe^ante  liff  i 
over  $400,  and  nearly  $500:  and  the  defendant^ei^i^ished 
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to  the  satisfaction  of  the  referee  a  set  off  or  counter-claim  of 
oyer  $400,  and  nearly  $500,  and  within  five  cents  as  much 
as  the  plaintiffs'  demand. 

Both  of  these  were  subsisting  and  independent  demands, 
and  could  have  been  prosecuted  for  as  such  afi&rmatiyelj  in 
a  court  of  justice.  There  was  no  payment  or  application  of 
either  upon  the  other  until  such  application  was  made  by 
the  referee,  with  the  consent  of  the  law,  and  of  the  defend- 
ants on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  If  there  was  any  conversion 
or  other  tort,  for  which  the  defendants  could  have  prosecuted 
the  plaintiff^,  it  was  virtually,  if  not  expressly,  waived  by  the 
%  act  of  the  defendants  in  their  answer,  and  upon  the  trial,  asking 
compensation  from  the  plaintiffi,  and  the  application  of  the 
amount  thus  obtained  upon  the  plaintifis'  demand.  Both  de- 
mands were  therefore  matters  ot  account,  within  the  meaning 
of  section  54  of  the  Code,  whereby  a  justice  of  the  peace  is 
excluded  from  entertaining  jurisdiction  ^^  where  the  sum  total 
of  the  accounts  of  both  parties,  pioved  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  justice^  shall  exceed  four  hundred  dollars.''  In  this  case 
the  causes  of  action  of  each  party  (plaintiffi  and  defendants) 
exceeded  that  sum,  and  I  can  perceive  no  authority  for  say- 
ing that  a  justice  of  the  peace  would  have  had  jurisdiction, 
unless  the  parties  had  voluntarily  relinquished  a  portion  of 
their  demands.  This  it  would  have  been  unsafe  for  the 
plaintiffi  to  do;  for  the  defendants,  not  relinquishing  any 
portion  of  theirs,  could  have  p]f>secuted  in  an  independent 
action  in  a  court  of  record,  and  recovered  the  whole  amount 
of  their  demand;  or,  if  obliged  to  set  off  in  the  justice's 
court,  must  have  recovered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintifis 
over  and  above  the  plaintifis'  demand,  for  an  amount  equal 
to  the  sum  relinquished  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  amount  of 
their  respective  claims  was  equal,  or  so  within  five  cents. 
{StUtoeU  agt.  Staples,  3  Abb.  365 ;  5  DucTy  691 ;  Matteson 
agt,  BJoomJieldy  10  Wend.  665 ;  MUls  agt.  N.  T.  Com.  PleaSf 
10  Wend.  557;  Brady  agt.  DisbroWy  2  E.  B.  Smith,  78;  Par- 
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ler  agt.  Eaionj  25  Ba/rl.  122;  OiUkland  agt.  CampheU/lB 
Haw.  177.) 

The  case  of  C^ane  agt.  Holcamb  (2  HiU.  269)^  if  it  is  to  be 
regarded  as  adverse  to  this  view,  is  against  the  weight  of 
authority.  But  it  was  disposed  of  upon  different  considera- 
tions and  under  a  different  statute.  1.  The  question  arose 
under  the  act  conferring  jurisdiction  upon  the  district  courts 
of  New  York  (1  Lam  o/1857,  p.  707),  which  is  different  in 
language  and  legal  effect.  2.  It  was  decided  mainly  upon 
the  effect  of  subdivision  4  of  section  304  of  the  Code,  which 
gives  costs  to  the  plaintiff  of  course  in  actions  for  the  recov* 
ery  of  money,  where  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  $50,  and  sec- 
tion 305,  which  gives  costs  of  course  to  the  defendant,  in  the 
actions  before  mentioned,  where  the  plaintiff  is  not  eniitled 
to  costs  therein. 

The  other  cases  cited  by  defendants'  counsel,  Trust  agt 
Person  (3  Abb.  84)  and  Peet  agt.  Worth  (1  Bosto.  653),  are 
without  much  bearing  on  the  present  question.  The  first 
merely  decides  in  effect  that  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien,  as 
presented  by  the  complaint  then  before  the  court,  was  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  money,  and  must  be  determined, 
in  regard  to  costs,  by  subdivision  4  of  section  304.  And  the 
last  was  a  case  strictly  within  that  subdivision;  at  least,  it 
does  not  bear  upon  the  present  question. 

It  is  upon  section  305,  and  the  4th  subdivision  of  section 
304,  that  the  argument  of  defendants'  counsel  in  this  case  is 
based;  and  if  subdivision  4  of  section  304  was  the  only  one 
to  be  considered,  the  defendants  would  be  right.  But  the 
several  subdivisions  of  that  section  (304)  must  be  considered 
'  in  connection  with  each  other,  and  each  must  be  allowed  to 
have  force.  Subdivision  3  of  section  304  gives  costs  to  the 
plaintiff,  upon  a  recovery  (for  any  amount),  "  in  the  actions 
.  of  which  a  court  of  justice  of  the  peace  has  no  jurisdiction.'' 
This  is  an  action  of  that  kind,  and  must  be  construed,  I 
think,  to  allow  the  plaintiffs  costs,  notwithstanding  subdivi- 
sion 4  provides  for  costs  to  the  plaintiff,  in  actions  for  the 
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lecoyery  of  money^  where  he  recoyers  fifty  dollars;  and  aeetkm 
305  gives  the  defendaat  costs^  where  the  plaintiff  is  not 
entitled  to  them.  There  is  no  other  way  of  harmonizing 
subdivisions  3  and  4^  or  of  making  b^th  of  them  operative,  ■ 
but  byaUowing  faU  force  to  wibdivkiou  8  in  aU  cases  to 
which  it  is  applicable,  and  limiting  the  operation  of  subdivi- 
sion 4  to  cases  which  are  not  covered  by  subdivision  3. 

I  have  no  doubt  this  is  in  accordance  vnth  the  intent  of 
the  legialaturei  as  it  seems  plainly  to  be  with  the  weight  of 
authority. 

The  plaintiffs,  therefore,  and  not  the  defendants,  are  enti- 
tled to  costs ;  and  as  the  defendants  have  insisted  upon  tax- 
ing costs  in  their  favor,  and  entering  judgment  therefor,  I 
think  the  motion  must  be  granted,  with  $10  costs. 


•  »• 
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another. 


Where  an  article  aold  by  an  anotioneer  was  eailed  hj  him  "  hhu  vitriol^"  y^idch 
open  to  inspeotion,"  bat  eyidenUy  waa  to  tenned  aa  being  iti  oommwdal  deafgna- 

.  tioD,  or  aa  being  a  vitriol  of  a  bloe  eolor  (which  it  waa),  in  either  case  tbare  was 
no  wurraniif  of  anything,  eyen  thoogh  the  anetioneer  stated  that  the  aiticie  *'  was 
sound  and  in  good  order,"  and  the  article  in  &ot  was  an  in/nrior  airhcU  vf  hhu 
vUrioL 

The  term  "  sound  "  applies  to  etndUion  only,  not  to  quality  or  kind,  and  is  opposed 
to  dtfeetive,  deeaying  or  v^jwrtoL  The  article  sold  was  eyidently  sound  aa  infinor 
ihte  vUriol^  and  there  being  no  question  but  what  it  was  in  gtod  9rder,  thore  was 
no  deception  practiced  upon  the  purchaser,  although  he  alleged  that  he  purchased 
it  under  the  representations  of  the  auctioneer  as  merchantable  blue  vitrioL 

General  Term^  AprSy  1868. 

Before  Robebtsok,  Ch.  J.^  Barbous  and  Gabvin,  Justices. 

On  the  16th  day  of  January,  1867,  Messrs.  Burdett,  Jones 
&  Co.,  a  responsible  house  of  auctioneers,  sold  twenty-five 
casks  of  blue  vitriol  at  auction. 


NEW  YORK  PRACncaE  EEPOBTS.  377 

Hftwkina  agt.  Pemberton. 

The  vitriol  belonged  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  auctioneers 
were  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  sell  it. 

Some  of  the  casks  were  opened  from  an  hour  to  two  hours 
before  the  sale,  and  were  examined  by  the  defendants,  and 
appeared  to  be  merchantable  blue  vitrioL  Looking  at  blue 
vitriol,  you  cannot  tell  whether  it  is  adulterated  or  not.  The 
auctioneer  stated,  when  he  offered  it  for  sale,  ^^here  are 
iweniy^five  casks  of  bltie  vUriol,  sound  and  in  good  order  J^ 

The  defendants  purchased  twenty-three  casks,  at  eight 
cents  per  pound,  on  the  faith  of  the  representntions  made 
and  the  cursory  examination  they  were  able  to  make  before 
the  sale. 

The  defendants,  after  the  sale,  took  specimens  to  their  own 
office,  and  laid  them  on  their  sample  table.  The  next  morn- 
ing they  found  that  these  samples  had  turned  nearly  all  white 
on  the  surface,  and  a  dirty  green  shade  in  the  body  of  the 
material. 

The  defendants  had  specimens  analyzed,  and  found  that  it 
contained  about  twenty-five  per  cent  of  blue  vitriol  and 
seventy-five  per  cent  of  sulphate  of  iron  and  sulphate  of  zinc. 

There  is  no  means  of  detecting  this,  except  by  chemical 
analysis,  until  the  substance  has  been  exposed  to  the  air  from 
ten  to  twelve  hours,  when  it  will  effloresce,  and  the  sulphate 
of  iron  turn  white. 

Before  such  exposure  to  the  air  it  had  aU  the  appearance 
of  merchantable  blue  vitriol.  The  twenty-five  per  cent  of 
vitriol  in  it  was  its  greatest  value. 

Sulphate  of  iron  was  worth  about  one  and  a  half  cent  per 
pound.  Merchantable  blue  vitriol  was  worth  at  that  time 
about  eight  and  a  half  to  nine  cents  per  pound  This  cost 
the  plaintiff  three  and  one  half  cents  per  pound. 

On  the  17th,  the  day  after  the  sale  to  them,  the  defend- 
ants notified  the  auctioneers  that  they  declined  to  take  the 
vitriol,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not  what  it  was  repre- 
sented to  be. 

On  the  22d  the  plaintiff  caused  it  to  be  resold  on  account 
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of  the  defendants,  when  it  sold  for  about  four  and  half  cents 
per  pound. 

The  second  purchaser  was  cheated,  and  swears  it  is  not 
worth  anything  and  has  no  market  value. 

The  plaintiff  then  brought  this  suit  to  recover  the  difier- 
ence  between  the  defendants'  bid  and  the  amount  it  realized 
on  a  re-sale. 

The  defendants  answer — 

First.  That  the  plaintifl^  when  his  agents,  the  auctioneers, 
represented  it  to  be  *^tf€enty-five  casks  of  blue  vUriolj  sound 
and  in  good  order j^^  warranted  it  to  be  so. 

Second.  That  the  representations  so  made  were  fake  and 
fraudulent. 

After  the  evidence  was  all  in,  his  honor  the  judge  directed 
the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
claimed,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court  at  general  term. 

The  defendants  requested  his  honor  to  submit  the  que»- 
tions  to  the  jury — 

First.  Whether  or  not  the  plaintiff,  when  he  represented 
this  article  to  be  ^<  blue  vitrol,  sound  and  in  good  order,** 
intended  to  warrant  it  to  be  so. 

Second.  Whether  or  not  the  plaintiff,  when  he  made  this 
representation,  knew  that  it  was  not  true. 

Third.  To  submit  the  whole  case  to  the  jury  upon  all  the 
questions  in  it. 

The  court  refused  each  of  such  requests,  and  the  defend- 
ants excepted. 

R.  S.  Emmett,  for  plaintiff. 
Ira  D.  Warben,  for  defendants. 

L  Tb«  oonzt  enred  in  not  sabmitdng  the  qaeation  to  the  Jury,  whether  or  not, 
when  the  pbdntilA  represented  this  to  be  twenty-flre  casks  of  bine  vitriol,  sonnd 
■ad  in  good  order,  he  intended  to  warrant  it. 

No  particnlar  form  of  words  is  essential  to  oonstitate  a  warrant  of  qnality.    Anj- 
assertion  of  the  Tender,  if  relied  npon  by  the  yendee  and  understood  hj  both  parties 
as  an  absolute  assertion,  amounts  to  a  warranty,  and  should  be  enforced  as  sooh 
{Sweet  agt  Bradly,  24  Barb,  549 :  BoberU  agt  iivrgan,  2  Cow.  438 ;  WiUmr  agt  Omri- 
fight,  44  Bai'b,  53&) 
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TbB  qaestioDy  whether  the  wordi  used  were  understood  and  intended  by  the  par* 
tiee  as  a  warranty,  is  a  qnestion  of  faot  for  the  jury,  and  should  be  left  to  tiiem  te 
determine.  {Dufee  agL  Maton,  8  CWe»,  '25 ;  Whitnaif  agt  SuUm^,  10  Wendell,  412 ; 
€hok agt.  Moteleifj  13  Wend.  277 ;  8tryher  agt  JSeyyea,  15  Wend.  490;  Boyert  as^  Aek- 
ermattj  22  Barb,  134 ;  Blaieman  agt  Maeiayt  1  BilL  266.) 

n.  The  words  nsed  did  amoont  in  law  to  a  warranty,  and  had  the  qnettion  been 
left  to  the  jory,  and  they  had  found  it  to  be  a  warranty,  their  finding  would  hay* 
been  sustained. 

In  Cooh  agt  MoeUjf  (13  Wend,  277),  the  seller  said:  "  The  man  is  not  lame,  and  I 
should  not  be  afraid  to  warrant  her."    Held  a  warranty. 

Oarley  agt  WUiine  (6  Barb.  557),  the  seller  said :  "  The  flour  is  superfine,  and 
worth  a  shilling  a  barrel  more  than  common."    Held  a  warranty  of  quidity. 

Sobnan  agt  Dord  (12  Barb.  336),  the  seller  said  1  "  They  are  French  goods,  new, 
and  in  good  order."    Held  a  warranty. 

Blakeman  agt  Mackey  (1  HiU.  266),  the  seller  said  of  oysten :  '*  They  are  good, 
and  in  good  order."    Held  a  warranty. 

A  general  warranty  of  etmndnut  covers  every  defect,  unless  they  are  such  as  conld 
be  discerned  by  an  ordinary  obsenrer  without  pairtic^Lkur  ttUL  {Birdte^  agt  JVvff, 
34  Bar^.  d67.) 

The  parties  in  this  case  represented  the  vitriol  to  be  "  eound  and  in  good  orderf" 
while  it  had  a  latent  defect  which  destroys  it  on  being  exposed  to  the  air  for  twetya 
hours,  and  which  no  human  skill  can  detect,  without  a  chemical  analysis,  until  h 
had  been  so  exposed  to  the  air.  It  was  sold  at  auction,  with  no  opportunity  for  a 
chemical  analysis,  and  he  now  seeks  to  exonerate  himself  from  liability  in  any  way. 
If  that  can  be  done,  it  would  be  so  repugnant  to  the  feeblest  sense  of  common  justice 
•a  to  require  all  former  rules  of  law  to  be  at  once  overturned  and  a  rule  established 
more  consonant  with  the  common  sense  of  the  commercial  world.  But  we  submit 
that  the  doctrine  claimed  by  the  plaintiflb  cannot  be  sustained  on  prindplo  nor 
authority. 

IIL  We  submit  that  the  court  erred  in  not  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
or  at  least  in  not  submitting  the  question  of  fraud  to  the  Jaiy ;  for  trnrnd  is  to  be  mada 
out  firom  circumstances. 

There  is  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  knew  the  character  of  the  thing  he  sold. 

The  casks  were  only  opened  and  exposed  to  the  atmosphere  about  an  liour  before 
the  sale. 

He  bought  it  at  three  and  a  half  cents  per  pound,  currency,  while  merchantable 
blue  vitriol  at  the  same  time  was  worth  eight  and  a  half  to  nine  cents  per  pound. 
This  faot  alone  raises  »  presumption  that  he  knew  the  oharacter  of  the  article. 

The  court  of  appeals  say  x  '*  If  the  price  paid  is  entirely  below  that  of  a  sound 
article,  a  presumption  would  arise  that  the  purchaser  was  apprised  of  tho  defect '^ 
{Roe  agt.  Sanbmm,  21  N.  T.  566.    See  opimiim,) 

Therefore,  we  say  upon  those  two  &ets  we  were  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  upon 
the  question  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  knew  the  character  of  the  article  he  waa 
•elUng. 

It  was  not  necessary,  however,  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  knew  its  character,  to 
establish  fraud.  "  One  who,  without  knowledge  of  its  truth  or  falsity,  makes  a 
material  representation,  is  guilty  of  fraud  as  much  as  if  he  knew  it  to  be  untrue,  and 
that  even  if  the  fhmd  is  committed  by  plaintiff's  agent"  {BeuneU  agt  Jwiton,  21 
N.  T.  238.) 

Applying  this  rule  to  the  case  at  bar,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  a  verdict 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  fiict  that  the  representation  that  the  vitriol  was 
''■onnd  and  in  good  order"  waa  fSslse.    It  waa  not  "sound  and  in  good  order*' 
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when  it  contained  a  latent  defeot  that  woold  develop  xtMlf  by  twelve  boon  ezposiine 
to  the  atmoipheTe,  so  aa  to  render  it  worthleaa.  We  aay,  therefore,  that  the  defond- 
a&ta  were  entitled  to  a  verdiot  on  thia  ground. 

rV.  A  dear  dUtinction  ia  to  be  found  between  thia  and  all  the  oaaea  cited  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  oovrt  will  obeerve  that  in  none  of  thoee  caaea  waa  a  word  aaid  about 
the  aonndneaa  or  condition  of  the  article  aold. 

It  waa  simply  aelling  an  article  which  had  no  latent  defeeta  abont  it,  bat  which 
waa  juat  what  it  appeared  to  be,  via.,  an  inferior  atone  for  a  haoar  atone,  it^  for 
lariUOf  dec  The  oooit  aimply  decided  that  there  waa  no  implied  warranty  from  the 
name  onder  which  it  waa  aold« 

We  apprehend  the  deciaion  would  have  been  differeut  in  thoee  caaea,  if  the  aeller 
had  said  at  an  auction  sale,  here  ia  a  quantity  of  barilla,  "mumdand  ta  good  onUr," 
and  it  had  proved  to  have  been  three-quarters  idp  and  one-quarter  barilla,  ao  pre- 
pared that  no  human  akill  could  detect  it  by  examination,  or  in  any  manner,  except 
by  chemical  analyaia,  or  by  expoeure  to  the  atmoephere  for  aeveral  houra,  when  it 
would  work  ita  own  deatruction. 

Therefore,  we  aay  that  that  daaa  of  caaea  haa  no  applioatien  to  the  focta  of  thia 
caae,  in  any  aapect  of  it 

In  thoae  caaea,  had  there  been  any  evidence,  however  feeble,  to  go  to  the  jury, 
that  the  defendant  knew  that  hia  atatement  in  regard  to  the  arttde  he  waa  ediing 
waa  folse,  the  court  would  have  aub^iitted  the  queation  of  fraud  to  the  jury. 

V.  The  court  ahould  order  a  new  trial,  or  render  judgment  for  the  defendanta, 
withooati. 

Robertson,  Ch.  J.  The  merchandise  which  is  the  subject 
of  controversy  in  this  case  wais,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  a  chemist  (Pohli),  examined  on  the  trial,  a  chemical  com- 
pound, either  of  sulphuric  acid,  with  three  metals  {copper^ 
iron  and  ainc)  and  two  earths  {alumina  and  liine)^  in  various 
proportions,  or  of  salts  composed  of  sulphuric  acids  and  those 
metals  and  earths,  in  the  form  of  sulphates.  It  appears  to 
have  been  homogenous  throughout,  and  was  sold  in  its 
natural  state,  as  manufactured,  without  any  disguise  or 
adulteration.  It  was  known  as  SaUzberger  vitriol,  in  Ger- 
many, where  it  was  manufactured,  and  as  mixed  vitriol  in 
this  country,  among  chemists.  It  does  not  appear  to  have 
had  any  specific  commercial  designation  here,  except  as  being 
some  kind  of  vitriol,  a  name  which  is  common  to  all  the  salts 
formed  by  the  union  of  sulphuric  acid  with  copper,  iron  or 
zinc,  which  are  only  distinguished  by  the  names  oi  their 
color.  That  term,  "vi^rioZ,"  being  derived  from  the  Latin 
{vitrum)y  expressive  of  its  hardness  and  crystaline  form,  was 
first  applied  to  the  proto-sulphate  of  iron,  from  which  ^^oil 
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of  vitriol/'  or  sulphuric  acidf  was  probably  first  obtained. 
{Ure^s  Diet  Chem.  and  Min.)  But  strange  to  say,  after 
being  distinguished  from  Hue  vitriol,  or  sulphate  of  copper, 
by  the  term  green,  it  was  still  sometimes  called  copperas 
or  sulphate  of  copper  {Dana^s  Diet,  qf  Min.) ;  and  copperas 
was  even  appropriated  to  it  in  chemistry  and  mineralogy 
( Ur^s  Diet,  in  Verb.)^  although  it  is  also  used  to  designate 
both  the  real  sulphate  of  copper  and  sulphate  of  zinc.  {Lonj^s 
Pen.  Cyel.  in  Verb.)  And  as  its  principal  use  was  in  tanning, 
dyeing  and  other  manufactures,  or  making  Prussian  blue  or 
ink  (Dana  Diet,  of  Min.)j  and  blue  vitriol  or  sulphate  of 
copper  was  similarly  used,  those  who  dealt  in  them  were 
probably  not  very  careful  to  distinguish  the  two  kinds, 
except  as  to  their  quality.  The  article  in  question  sold  was 
actually  of  a  blue  color.  One  of  the  defendants  {Pemberton)f 
on  his  cross-examination,  testified  that  there  were  difierent 
qualities  and  grades  of  blue  viirid,  and  that  the  amount  of 
impurity  constituted  the  difierence  in  quality.  Sulphate  of 
copper,  vrith  a  stight  admixture  of  sulphate  of  iron,  would 
commercially  be  called  blue  vitriol.  One  of  the  samplea  of 
that  sold  to  him  he  said  he  would  call  blue  vHriol,  uriih  a 
mixture.  This  merchandise  was  termed  in  the  invoice  ^<  blue 
vitriol,  second  quality,"  and  in  the  bill  of  lading,  sulphate  of 
copper. 

The  article  sold  was  therefore  vitriol  generally  of  a  blue 
color,  although  of  inferior  quality,  which,  with  the  confusion 
of  designations />r  it  or  <2^its  component  elements,  fully  jus- 
tified the  auctioneer  (as  agent  of  the  plaintifif),  in  speaking 
of  it,  with  the  casks  open  for  examination,  as  blue  vUrioL 
He  certainly  would  have  been  equally  wrong  in  calling  it 
greeny  or  even  copperas^  which  is  sometimes  applied  to  both 
kinds  of  sulphates  indiscriminately,  as  has  been  shown.  It 
would  have  been  very  difficult,  even  on  a  warranty  that  it 
was  Uue  vitriol^  to  have  established,  from  the  testimony 
before  us,  that  it  was  not.  Its  grade  was  a  difierent  thing. 
It  was  not  adulterated  sulphate  of  copper,  any  more  than  it 


382       KEW  TORE  PBAOnCE  BEPOBTS. 

Hawkina  agt  Pembeiion. 

was  either  adulterated  or  improyed  sulphate  of  iron.  Such 
adulteration  could  not  change  its  name.  {Holden  agt.  DaJdny 
4  J.  B.  421.)  It  was  apparently  a  homogenous  substance, 
composed  of  various  elements  into  which  it  could  be  resolved, 
not  a  mere  conglomerate.  It  did  not  in  fact  appear  whether 
the  chemists  who  analyzed  it  obtained  the  quantities  of  salts 
of  which  a  metal  was  the  basis  separately  in  a  normal  condi- 
tion, or  whether  they  merely  discovered  such  an  amount  of 
the  different  metals  as,  with  the  sulphuric  acid  contained  in 
the  composition,  would  form  those  qualities  of  those  salts 

There  was,  therefore,  no  artifice  or  disguise  used  to  conceal 
the  real  character  of  the  article  sold  from  the  defendants,  nor 
any  imposition  practiced.  The  casks  were  open  a  sufScient 
time  to  permit  its  being  handled  and  occularly  inspected. 
One  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plaintiff  (Webster)  found  it  a 
mixed  lot,  some  being  of  a  greenish  tinge,  but  ^^  it  looked  like 
merchantable  blue  vitriol.^ 

There  was  evidence  that  went  to  show  that  the  presence 
of  iron  could  be  detected  by  inspection,  by  the  greenish 
shade  it  imparted. 

There  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
the  article  sold  to  be  anything  else  than  it  appeared  to  be, 
or  that  it  was  not  pure  unmixed  sulphate  of  copper ;  for  I 
cannot  regard  the  mere  smallness  of  price  to  be  such. 

The  defendants  did  not  produce  as  a  witness  the  person, 
if  there  was  one,  upon  the  faith  of  whose  information  they 
swore  in  their  answer  that  the  substance  ^^  was  naxed  and  put 
up  by  the  plaintiff,  or  some  person  to  him  known,  for  the 
purpose  of  cheating  and  defrauding  the  purchasers  thereof.^ 
If  there  was  no  such  person,  they  are  responsible  to  their 
consciences,  at  least,  for  having  so  sworn.  SufSce  it  to  say 
there  was  no  evidence  of  fraud,  and  no  request  was  made  to 
submit  the  question,  if  there  had  been  any,  to  the  jury. 

It  is  hardly  necessary,  at  this  late  day,  to  discuss  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  vendor  of  an  article,  present  and  exposed 
to  the  examination  of  purchasers  at  the  time  of  its  sale,  is 
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liable  for  their  applyiog  a  wrong  name  to  it  or  giving  a  falae 
description  of  it^  or  even  doing  80  in  a  bill  of  parcels  after- 
wardsy  where  there  is  neither  fraud  nor  warranty  in  the  sale. 
Every  case  decided  in  this  state,  from  Seixas  agt.  Woods  (2  1 
CaineSy  48),  where  peachum  was  sold  as  hrcuseletto  wood,  and^ 
Sweet  agt.  Colgate  (20  J.  K  196),  where  kelp  was  sold  for 
ha/riUoj  down  t<>  the  latest,  has  sustained  the  doctrine  of  - 
caveat  emptor  in  such  a  case.     {See  cases  coUected  in  4  Ahb. 
Dig.  Salesy  %  70.) 

The  affirmation  made  at  the  sale,  in  this  case,  that  the 
article  was  ''sound  and  in  good  order,"  even  if  it  were  a 
wifarranty,  was  true.  The  only  defect  found  was  a  supposed 
dampness,  which  was  not  proved  to  be  unsoundness.  And 
one  witness  (Webster)  testified  that  the  casks  were  ^^in  good 
order. ^  The  term  ^^saund^^  applies  to  condition  only,  not 
quality  or  kind,  and  is  opposed  to  defective^  decaying  or 
ifyured.  The  liability  of  such  compound  to  effloresce,  when 
exposed  to  the  air,  was  not  a  defecty  because  it  was  a  natural 
quality  of  the  sulphate  of  iron,  which  was  one  of  its  ele- 
ments. The  article  in  question  was  evidently  sound  as 
inferior  blue  vitriol.  If  those  had  been  the  words  used,  there 
could  have  been  no  pretext  for  a  defense ;  and  yet  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  bound  to  add  the  quality  of  the  article,  to  pre- 
vent his  being  bound  by  a  warranty  that  it  was  the  best.  It 
was  blue  vitriol^  even  if  it  was  of  an  inferior  quality.  Whether 
an  assertion  is  a  warranty,  when  all  the  facts  are  admitted, 
is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,  not  for  the  jury.  Every 
positive  assertion  as  to  the  qualities  or  character  of  an  article, 
made  in  the  course  of  a  negotiation  for  the  sale  of  it,  except 
as  to  value  or  condition,  capable  of  being  discovered  by 
inspection,  intended  and  adopted  to  induce  the  buyer  to  pur- 
chase, is  a  warranty.  If  plainly  so  adopted,  taken  by  itself, 
it  must  be  shown  to  have  been  accompanied  by  some  quali- 
fying words  or  acts,  shovdng  it  to  be  a  mere  expression  of 
opinion,  in  order  to  prevent  its  being  a  warranty.  The 
question  of  intent,  when  doubtful,  in  such  cases,  is  the  only 
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one  for  the  jury,  upon  all  the  facts.  In  the  three  cases  cited 
by  the  defendants'  counsel  {Cook  agt  Mosdy^  13  Wend.  211  \ 
Oarley  agt.  WUkmSy  6  Barb.  551 ;  Hohnan  agt.  Dord^  12 
Barb.  336)^  the  court  held  as  matter  of  law  that  the  charac- 
ter of  the  assertion  showed  it  to  be  a  warranty;  and  intended 
as  such. 

There  was  no  dispute  about  the  facts  in  this  case.  The 
article  sold  was  called  by  the  auctioneer  ^^  blue  vUrioly"  but 
evidently  was  so  termed  as  being  its  commercial  designation, 
or  as  being  vitriol  of  a  blue  color  (which  it  was).  In  either 
case  there  was  no  warranty  of  anjrthing. 

There  having  been  no  question  to  submit  to  the  jury  under 
the  evidence,  and  no  error  committed  in  the  admission  of 
evidence  complained  of,  judgment  must  be  given  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  ihe  verdict,  with  the  costs  of  ihe 
action  and  the  hearing. 


•  <• 


SUPREME  COURT. 

Emma  Hoffican  agb  William  Hoffman. 

Special  Termj  June^  1864. 
Bffo/re  Leonabd,  Justice. 

WHiriKG  &  ScHiEFFELiN,  for  the  motion. 

John  F.  Bakeb  and  Thos.  Q-.  Shbasman,  opposed. 

Tms  was  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce,  which  has  been 
pending  for  some  months.  The  plaintiff  now  moved,  upon 
voluminous  papers,  for  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint, alleging  adultery,  and  praying  an  absolute  divorce. 

The  court  denied  the  motion,  on  the  ground  that  the 
causes  of  action  were  incompatible,  and  that  the  complaint, 
if  allowed;  would  be  demurrable. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 
James  McGregor,  Jr.,  agt.  Ann  Q-.  McGregor  and  others. 

Where  the  object  of  the  action  was  to  state  the  account  of  the  plaintiff  tnih  the  truiti 
fvLud,  arid  to  dischargt  the  plaintiff  yrom  the  trust;  and  accordingly  the  plaintiff,  hi 
the  complaint,  gave  his  yersion  of  the  transaction,  claiming  to  have  paid  over  the- 
whole  amount  into  the  hands  of  his  co-tmstee,  except  what  he  had  paid  over  10 
the  beneficiary  of  the  fund,  and  showed  how  this  had  been  done,  &nd  asked  hi.« 
discharge ;  , 

Seldj  that  it  was  competent  for  the  defendants  to  falsify  sach  statement,  by  the  alle- 
gations in  the  answer,  not  only  by  a  direct  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  coni 
plaint,  but  by  afirmative  allegations,  showing  a  disposition  and  present  conditio:* 
of  the  fund  different  from  that  which  the  plaintiff  insisted  upon.  And  nnlees  tLi^ 
object  in  the  answer  had  been  so  clnmsiiy  and  ineffectually  accomplished,  it  w>" 
error  to  strike  out  a  large  portion  of  its  allegations,  as  containing  wholly  irreUoa'  i 
nuttter. 

Upon  a  motion  to  strike  out  matters  in  an  answer  for  trre2nMmcy,  which  is  the  oi)> 
ground  stated  in  the  motion  papers,  the  court  ought  not  to  consider  only  incider 
ally  any  other  question,  such  as  whether  the  matter  sought  to  be  stncken  ot  . 
forms  the  whole  or  a  material  part  of  a  defense  or  a  counter-claim.    These  qu^. 
tions  only  properly  arise  upon  demurrer,  or  on  the  trial  of  the  action. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  validity  of  a  defense  to  an  action  is  not  to  be  tested  b\-  • 
motion  to  strike  out 

Sh4xm  and  irrelevant  defenses  may  be  sicken  out,  and  matter  of  the  same  descripti< -1 
may  be  stricken  out  on  motion,  or  may  give  occasion  for  a  motion  for  judgm<<  • 
notwithstanding  the  answer.  But  the  matter  must  hepalpabbf  sham  or  irrelew...^ 

Albany  General  Term^  September^  1865. 

Before  Hogeboom,  Miller  and  Ingalls,  Justices. 

Appeal  from  order  at  special  term,  striking  out  cert."*:' 
portions  of  answers  as  irrelevant.  The  facts  are  stated  i.i 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

M.  I.  TowNSEND,  for  plaintiffy  respondent. 
Gardner  Stow,  for  defendants,  appellants.. 

By  the  court,  Hogeboom,  J.    This  is  an  appeal  by  1 ! .  ^ 
defendants,  Ann  G.  McGregor  and  Duncan  McGregor,  fi .  . 
an  order  of  the  special  term,  striking  out  as  irrelevant  cei-t 
portions  of  their   answers,   respectively.     These  ans\\\  . 
though  separate,  are  sufficiently  alike,  in  regard  to  the  1:1 
ters  involved  in  the  motion,  to  enable  them  to  be  consid.  i  ..^ 
Yoi..  XXXV.  25 
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together.  As  the  motion  to  strike  out  embraces  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  contents  of  the  answers,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
examine  both  the  complaint  and  the  answers  with  some 
detail 

The  relief  sought  by  the  complaint  is  to  establish  and  set- 
tle the  plaintiff's  accounts  as  trustee ;  to  relieve  him  from  the 
duties  of  the  trust ;  to  direct  him  as  to  the  disposition  of  the 
trust  moneys  remaining  in  his  hands  or  to  be  accounted  for 
by  him;  to  declare  satisfied  a  certain  mortgage  from  the 
plaintiff  to  Gregor  McGregor;  and  to  obtain  such  other 
*  relief  as  should  be  proper. 

The  facts  upon  which  this  relief  is  sought,  briefly  stated, 
are  that  one  Gregor  McGregor,  deceased  in  1845,  made  his 
will,  whereby,  in  the  7th  clause  thereof,  he  bequeathed  to 
his  brothers,  James  McGregor,  Jr.,  and  Duncan  McGregor 
(plaintiff  and  one  of  the  defendants)  a  fund  of  $2,000,  upon 
trust,  to  pay  over  the  income  thereof  to  Ann  McGregor  (one 
of  the  defendants),  wife  of  Alexander  McGregor,  during  her 
life,  and  after  her  death,  without  children,  to  her  husband 
during  his  life,  keeping  the  fund  invested  on  bond  and  mort- 
gage in  their  names  as  trustees ;  and  in  case  of  her  death, 
leaving  children,  to  pay  over  the  principal  of  the  fund  to  the 
next  of  kin  of  Alexander  living  at  the  time  both  she  and  her 
husband  shall  have  died. 

That  in  1846  the  executor  of  said  Gregor  McGregor, 
deceased,  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff  said  trust  fund  of  $2,000, 
as  follows :  $400  thereof  in  a  certain  mortgage  called  the 
Conklin  mortgage,  and  mentioned  in  said  will  as  a  part  of 
the  trust  fund ;  also  a  mortgage  from  the  plaintiff  to  Gregor 
McGregor,  of  $]  ,29]  .46,  with  interest,  also  mentioned  in  the 
will  as  a  part  of  the  trust  fund ;  and  the  remainder  of  said 
sum  of  $2,000  in  cash. 

That  said  Duncan  McGregor  having  requested  the  plain- 
tiff to  put  said  trust  fund  in  his  hands,  the  plaintiff,  in  accord- 
ance therewith,  on  the  26th  of  February,  1850,  assigned  to 
him  a  mortgage  given  by  one  Francis  Myers  to  the  plaintiff, 
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whereon  there  was  due  nearly  $1,000,  $539  whereof  was 
assigned  by  plaintiff  and  received  by  said  Duncan  as  a  part 
of  the  trust  fund ;  the  balance  thereof  being  assigned  to  pay 
a  debt  of  the  plaintiff*  to  said  Duncan.  Plaintiff*  also  deliv- 
ered to  said  Duncan  the  said  mortgage  of  the  plaintiff  to 
Gregor  McGregor,  there  being  then  due  thereon  $1,341.10, 
and  the  said  Duncan  still  holds  same  as  such  trustee.  That 
plaintiff*  paid  to  Ann  McGregor  the  interest  on  the  fund  up 
to  12th  November,  1851. 

That  in  1852  Ann  McGregor  and  her  children,  Gregor 
McGregor  and  Gardner  McGregor,  commenced  a  suit  in  the  ' 
supreme  court  of  this  state  against  the  plaintiff*,  the  defend- 
ant Duncan,  and  against  Alexander  McGregor,  alleging  that 
the  trust  fund  had  been  invested  in  lands  in  the  state  of 
Iowa,  and  claimed  as  relief  therein  that  the  Iowa  lands 
should  be  adjudged  to  be  the  trust  fund.  That  Duncan 
McGregor  answered,  concurring  with  the  plaintiff's  therein 
in  desiring  the  same  judgment.  That  the  plaintiff"  answered, 
denying  the  investment  of  the  trust  funds  in  Iowa  lands. 
That  in  March,  1855,  the  supreme  court  adjudged  that  no 
part  of  the  trust  funds  were  in  Iowa  lands,  and  that  the  fund 
was  still  in  the  hands  of  the  trustees.  That  appeals  were 
subsequently  taken  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court 
and  to  the  court  of.  appeals,  and  in  both  of  said  courts  the 
judgment  aflBrmed;  the  latter  judgment  t)emg  entered  about 
10th  of  October,  1862,  and  the  remittitur  filed  in  the 
supreme  court  on  the  18th  of  Octgber,  1862,  whereby  it 
became  the  judgment  of  the  latter  court.  That  pending  the 
appeal  in  the  court  of  appeals,  Alexander  McGregor  died, 
leaving  a  will,  wherein  Duncan  McGregor  was  appointed 
executor,  and  as  such  executor  he  was  substituted  as  a  party 
in  said  suit  in  the  place  of  the  said  Alexander  McGregor. 

That  since  the  fall  of  1852  the  said  Duncan  and  Ann  G. 
McGregor  ever  have  been  and  now  are  so  much  at  variance 
with  the  plaintiff*  that  he  cannot  discharge  his  duty  as  such 
trustee,  in  connection  with  said  Duncan,  advantageously  to 
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said  trust,  on  aceount  of  the  extreme  hostility  of  &(aid  Duncan 
and  Ann  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  answer  of  Duncan  McGregor  sets  forth  in  substance 
as  follows  (the  portions  moved  to  be  stricken  out  being 
embraced  in  brackets) : 

That  Gregor  McGregor  died  in  New  York  in  1845,  leav- 
ing a  will  bequeathing  to  defendant  and  James  McGregor, 
Jr.,  a  fund  of  $2,000,  in  trust  for  Ann  and  Alexander 
McGregor  and  their  children,  in  the  7th  and  8th  clauses 
thereof. 

(1st.)  [That  previous  to  the  making  of  said  will  Alexander 
resided  at  Prairie  Du  Chien,  in  Wisconsin,  insolvent,  which 
waj9  the  probable  reason  of  the  triLsty  instead  of  a  direct 
bequest  to  Alexander.  That  in  1845  Alexander  had  pur- 
chased certain  lands  in  the  county  of  Clayton,  Iowa  (describ- 
ing four  several  parcels),  the  title  to  which  was  in  the  plain- 
tiff, but  for  Alexander's  benefit.  That  he  had  also  purchased 
certain  other  lands  in  Clayton  county,  Iowa  (describing  five 
other  parcels),  the  title  to  which  was  taken  in  the  name  of 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  but  at  the  instance  and  for  the  ben- 
efit of  Alexander,  and  were  to  be  conveyed  to  him  upon 
request.  Alexander  and  one  Burnett,  who  owned  the  two 
first  pieces  in  common,  established  a  ferry  from  them  across 
the  Mississippi  river  to  Prairie  Du  Chien.  Alexander  agreed 
to  purchase  of  Burnett  his  interest  therein  for  $1,500,  and 
applied  to  plaintiff  and  defendant  for  the  money  necessary  to 
effect  the  purchase;  and  they,  afler  consultation,  agreed  that 
plaintiff  should  send  to  Alexander  $1,500  for  such  purpose, 
which,  with  $500  lent  by  James  to  Alexander,  would  be 
equivalent  to  the  $2,000  trust  fund,-  and  ttiis  should  consti- 
tute the  trust  fund,  and  James  should  have  for  his  own  use 
the  original  $2,000  trust  fund.  Accordingly,  James  sent 
out  the  $1,500,  and  Alexander  used  it  for  the  purchase  afore- 
said, taking  title  in  name  of  James,  but  for  Alexander's  ben- 
efit. In  1846  James  received  the  $2,000  original  trust  fund, 
and  applied  same  to  his  own  use«     The  lands  in  Iowa  rose 
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Id  value  and  became  worth  about  $100^000;  and  Jame.8  being 
applied  to,  about  July,  1847,  to  convey  them  in  trust, 
denied  and  repudiated  the  agreement,  and  refused  to  per- 
form. The  result  of  this  was  hostile  feelings  between  tlfe 
parties,  and  danger  of  expensive  and  angry  litigation.] 

(2d.)  [To  restore  amicable  relations],  and  to  avoid  litiga- 
tion, and  to  make  a  final  investment  of  the  trust  fund,  said 
James  of  the  one  part,  and  Ann  and  Alexander  for  them- 
selves and  their  children  of  the  other  part,  agreed,  in  Novem- 
ber, (3d.)  [1851,  to  settle  and  compromise  all  their  difficul- 
ties on  these  terms: 

[1.  James  should  quit-claim  to  Ann  all  his  interest  in  lands 
at  Prairie  Du  Chien,  in  Wisconsin,  and  McGregor,  in  Iowa 
(describing  the  lands  in  Wisconsin  and  Iowa). 

[2.  James  should  assign  to  Ann  a  mortgage  of  Alexander 
to  Gregor  McGregor,  executed  in  1842,  for  $4,000,  to  which 
Alexander  became  entitled  as  residuary  legatee  under  the 
will  of  Gregor  McGregor,  deceased. 

[3.  James  should  assign  to  Ann  a  certain  land  office  cer- 
tificate, issued  to  S.  B.  Olmsted,  by  him  assigned  to  plaintiff 
in  trust  for  Alexander,  who  paid  for  the  lands  therein  men- 
tioned. 

[4.  James  should  endeavor,  as. Ann's  agent,  to  purchase 
for  her  the  King  lot,  in  Iowa  (describing  same). 

[5.  The  ferry  and  appurtenances  should  be  the  property 
of  Ann. 

[6.  Ann  should  execute  to  the  plaintiff  her  note  for  $4,500, 
payable  six  years  after  date. 

[7.  On  payment  of  said  note,  plaintiff  should  execute  to 
said  Ann  a  deed  of  conveyance  for  all  of  said  lands. 

[8.  James  and  Alexander  should  execute  to  each  other 
mutual  receipts  in  full  of  all  claims  and  demands. 

[9J  Ann  should  execute  to  plaintiff  receipts  for  the  inter- 
est which  had  accrued  on  said  trust  fund  of  $2,000,  as  if 
same  had  been  regularly  paid,  although  none  had  ever  been 
paid. 
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10.  Plaintiff  was  to  apply  to  some  court  in  the  state  of 
New  York  to  obtain  an  order  to  discharge  from  the  trust  the 
trustees  under  McGregor's  will,  and  to  substitute  persons 
resident  in  Iowa. 

11.  Ann  should  execute  a  mortgage  on  certain  of  the  lands 
(numbering  them);  with  a  bond  to  the  trustees  for  the  trust 
fund  of  $2;000,  the  interest  payable  semi-annually,  so  as  to 
constitute  the  investment  thereof  in  conformity  with  the 
McGregor  will. 

To  carry  into  effect  the  compromise  and  settlement,  plain- 
tiff, by  deed  of  10th  November,  1851,  conveyed  to  Ann  all 
his  interest  in  the  lands  last  mentioned,  and  numbered  1,  2, 
3,  4,  5,  6,  in  Iowa,  and  (4th.)  [by  another  deed  of  November, 
1851,  the  lands  in  Wisconsin  herein  described  next  preceding 
the  lands  in  Iowa  as  numbered.  Plaintiff  also  assigned  to 
Ann,  by  writing  of  Nov.  17,  1851,  the  Olmsted  land  office 
certificate ;  which  deeds  and  assignment  were  deposited  with 
George  D.  Gardner,  of  Iowa-,  to  be  delivered  to  Ann  when 
her  note  was  paid.  Plaintiff  also,  by  writing  of  November  15, 
1851,  assigned  and  delivered  to  Ann  the  aforesaid  mortgage 
of  Alexander  to  Gregor  McGregor.  Ann  delivered  to  plain- 
tiff the  sum  to  enable  him,  as  her  agent,  to  purchase  for  her 
the  King  lot;  and  plaintiff,  about  30th  November,  1851, 
purchased  same,  paying  thereon  (of  Ann's  money)  $20,  and 
giving  his  obligation  for  the  residue,  which  consisted  of  cer- 
tain claims  of  McGinnis,  liens  on  said  land.  Plaintiff,  in  fur- 
ther fulfillment  of  said  agreement,  did,  sometime  in  Novem- 
ber, 1851,  deliver  to  Ann  all  the  personal  property  belong- 
ing to  the  ferry.  Ann  executed  and  delivered  to  plaintiff 
her  promissory  note,  dated  Nov.  15,  1851,  payable  in  six 
years  after  date,  with  annual  interest.  Alexander  and  the 
plaintiff  executed  to  each  other  receipts  in  full  of  all  claims 
and  demands.] 

Ann  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff*  receipts  for  the 
interest  on  the  aforesaid  bequest  of  $2,000,  as  having  been 
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paid  to  her  by  the  trustees,  though  in  fact  they  had  paid  her 
nothing. 

In  March,  1852,  in  further  execution  of  the  agreement, 
plaintiff  obtained  an  order  of  the  supreme  court  of  New 
York,  granting  leave  to  have  trustees  of  the  fund  invested 
there  (probably  a  clerical  mistake,  as  the  other  answer  reads, 
to  have  trustees  of  the  fund  appointed  in  Iowa,  and  to  have 
the  fund  invested  there),  pursuant  to  the  McGregor  will,  and 
to  discharge  plaintiff  and  defendant  from  the  obligation  of 
the  trust.  Under  said  order,  Ann  procured  the  appointment 
in  Iowa  of  Samuel  Murdock  and  George  D.  Gardner  as  tru&- 
tess  under  the  will,  in  lieu  of  those  named  in  the  will.    ' 

(5th.)   [Though  the  whole  trust  fund  was  in  plaintiff^s 
hands,  he  has  not  paid-  over  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
said  Murdock  and  Gardner,  or  either  of  them.     Before  the 
maturity  of  the  note,  Ann  and  Alex&nder  were  advised  by 
counsel,  and   by  defendant,  that  the  agreement   between 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  for  investment  of  trust  fund,  was 
valid,  and  could  and  ought  to  be  enforced  against  plaintiff 
and  the  lands,  and  that  last  aforesaid  agreement  for  a  final 
settlement  was  of  no  effect,  and  would  not  bind  the  minor 
children  of  Alexander;  wherefore,  to  protect  their  rights,  an 
action  was  commenced,  about  25th   December,   18G2,  in 
supreme  court  of  New  York,  in  which  Ann  and  her  children 
were    plaintiffs,   and   James  and    Duncan    and  Alexander 
McGregor  were  defendants,  to  determine  whether  the  trust 
fund  was  in  fact  invested  in  said  lands,  according  to  said 
agreement.     The  action  was  finally  determined  in  the  court 
of  appeals,  where  it  was  held  that  the  trust  fund  was  not  so 
invested.     Said   action  was  commenced   so  early  that  it 
was  hoped  it  might  be  ended  before  the  maturity  of  said 
note,  and  so  that,  if  determined  adversely  to  plaintiff)  said 
Ann  could  pay  said  note  and  otherwise  perform  said  agree- 
ment; but  said  cause  was  protracted  so  that  the  decision  of 
the  court  of  appeals  was  not  rendered  till  October,  1862. 
Said  Ann  was  advised  that  it  would  be  imprudent  and  unsafe 
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to  pay  said  note  during  the  pendency  of  said  action,  and 
therefore  she  did  not  pay  it.  Afterwards,  on  further  reflec- 
tion and  advice,  she  did,  in  1859  or  1860,  oJflTer  to  plaintiff 
to  pay  it,  and  tendered  the  amount  due,  and  demanded  a 
deed;  but  plaintiff  refused  said  offer,  tender  and  demand.] 

After  the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals,  and  in  Decem- 
ber, 1862,  said  Ann  executed  to  said  Murdock  and  Gardner, 
trustees,  her  bond  for  said  trust  fund  of  $2,000,  with  inter- 
est; the  mortgage  being  on  the  lands  which,  by  the  agree- 
ment of  1851,  were  to  be  conveyed  to  her  by  the  plaintiff, 
being  an  ample  security  for  said  fund. 

(6th.)  [After  said  agreement  of  1851  for  a  final  settlement, 
Alexander  and  Ann  made  expensive  improvements,  on  build- 
ings and  otherwise,  on  said  lands,  which  greatly  enhanced 
their  value.] 

Pending  said  action,  and  about  I2th  December,  1858, 
Alexander  died,  leaving  said  Ann  and  said  children  him  sur- 
viving, and  leaving  a  will  appointing  G.  D.  Gardner,  F.  D, 
Bissell  and  defendant  executors,  and  Ann  executrix,  whereby 
he  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  his  executors  and  executrix 
in  trust  to  pay  debts  and  legacies,  among  which  is  a  large 
legacy  to  defendants  Gregor  and  Gardner.  Said  will  was 
duly  admitted  to  probate  in  Clayton  county,  Iowa,  in  Febru- 
ary, 1859,  and  letters  testamentary  thereon  issued.  Alexander 
had  also  real  and  personal  property  in  Warren  county.  New 
York,  and  defendant  obtained  letters  testamentary  there,  and 
is  the  only  legal  representative  of  deceased  in  New  York.  By 
said  will,  the  property  of  deceased  in  New  York  was  devised 
and  bequeathed  to  defendant  in  trust.  The  mode  proposed 
by  the  agreement  of  1851,  for  securing  said  trust  fund,  would 
effectually  secure  same,  and  conform  to  the  will  of  McGr^or 
as  to  its  investment. 

Defendant  prayed  as  affirmative  relief  that  (7th.)  [said 
agreement  on  final  settlement  be  specifically  performed;  the 
deeds  by  plaintiff  to  Ann,  left  with  Gardner,  to  be  delivered 
to  her  on  conditions,  be  confirmed  as  valid,  conveying  said 
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estate  on  payment  of  $4,600,  with  interest  due  thereon]  that 
the  bond  and  mortgage  executed  by  Ann  for  $-^,000,  with 
interest,  and  dehvered  to  Gardner  and  Murdock,  as  trustees, 
be  confirmed  as  the  legal  investment  of  the  trust  fund  under 
the  McGregor  wU] ;  that  in  such  event  the  defendant  be  dis- 
charged from  the  trust  and  of  all  obligations  arising  there- 
from ;  or  that  such  other  relief  be  afforded  as  is  proper. 

Defendant  denies  specifically  each  and  every  allegation  in 
the  complaint  inconsistent  with  or  contradictory  of  the  mat- 
ters above  set  forth,  and  every  allegation  affecting  prejudi- 
cially the  equities  herein  set  up. 

The  object  of  the  action  is  to  state  the  account  of  the 
plaintiff  with  the  trust  fund,  and  to  discharge  the  plaintiff 
from  the  trust.  To  accomplish  that  object,  it  is  essential 
to  ascertain  the  condition  of  the  fund  when  it  came  into  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff,  what  changes  (if  any)  it  has  since 
undergone,  what  has  been  done  with  it  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
what  is  the  present  amount  and  character  of  the  assets  and 
in  whose  hands  they  are,  at  least,  whether  they  are  in  the 
hands  of  the  plaintiff.  Accordingly,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  com- 
plaint, gives  his  version  of  the  transaction ;  claims  to  have 
paid  over  the  whole  amount  into  the  hands  of  his  co-trustee, 
except  what  he  has  paid  over  to  the  beneficiary  of  the  fund, 
and  shows  how  this  has  been  done,  and  asks  his  discharge. 

It  is  of  course  competent  for  the  defendants  to  falsify  this 
statement  by  the  allegations  in  the  answer,  not  only  by  a 
direct  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  complaint,  but  by 
affirmative  allegations  showing  a  disposition  and  present  con- 
dition of  the  fund  different  from  that  which  the  plaintiff 
insists  upon.  This,  I  think,  was  (in  part,  at  least)  the  object 
of  the  answers.  '  It  remains  to  see  whether  it  has  been  so 
clumsily  and  ineffectually  accomplished  that  a  large  portion 
of  the  answers  should  be  struck  out  as  containing  wholly 
irrelevant  matter. 

The  scope  of  the  answers  seem  to  be : 

1.  To  show  that,  by  an  agreement  made  between  the 
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trustees  and  the  beneficiaries  of  the  trust,  about  1845  or 

1846,  a  sum  of  money  equal  in  amount  to  the  principal  of 
the  trust  fund  was  to  be  and  was  advanced  by  the  plaintiff 
to  Alexander  McGregor,  to  be  invested  and  was  invested  in 
Iowa  lands  and  ferry  rights,  thereafter  to  constitute  the  trust 
fund  under  the  will ;  and  that  in  consideration  thereof  the 
plaintiff  was  to  have  the  original  trust  fund  as  his  own  pri- 
vate property. 

2.  To  show  that,  owing  to  hostile  feelings  engendered 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  beneficiaries  of  the  fund,  grow- 
ing out  of  an  alleged  refusal  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in 

1847,  to  carry  that  agreement  into  effect  by  conveying  the 
Iowa  property  (the  title  to  which  had  been  taken  in  his 
name,  but  in  trust  for  them)  to  them,  this  agreement  was 
abandoned  and  a  new  one  in  1851  substituted  therefor, 
between  the  plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  Ann  and  Alexander 
McGregor  for  themselves  and  their  children  of  the  other  part, 
the  object  of  which  was,  among  other  things,  to  restore  ami- 
cable relations,  to  avoid  litigation,  and  to  make  a  final  invest- 
ment of  the  trmt  fund.  This  new  agreement  was  in  sub- 
stance that  the  plaintiff  should  transfer  to  Ann  McGregor 
certain  securities;  should  convey  to  her  certain  lands  in 
low^  and  Wisconsin,  which  conveyance  should  be  made  and 
become  absolute  on  the  payment  by  said  Ann  of  a  note  of 
$4,500  executed  by  her  to  the  plaintiff,  and  payable  six 
years  after  date ;  that  mutual  receipts  in  full  should  be  exe- 
cuted between  James  and  Alexander  McGregor;  that  Ann 
should  execute  to  the  plaintiff  receipts  in  full  for  the  interest 
of  the  trust  fund,  though  no  payment  of  said  interest  had 
been  in  fact  made;  that  an  application  should  be  made  to 
the  courts  of  New  York  for  a  discharge  of  the  trustees 
named  in  the  will  and  the  substitution  as  trustees  of  persons 
resident  in  Iowa;  and  that  said  Ann  McGregor  should  exe- 
cute to  the  trustees  her  bond  a  mortgage  upon  a  portion  of 
said  lands,  for  the  trust  fund  of  $2,000,  which  should  con- 
stitute the  investment  thereof  under  and  in  conformity  with 
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the  McGregor  wiD.  The  answers  proceed  to  aver  actual 
performance  of  most  of  the  provisions  of  this  agreement; 
indeed,  I  believe  all  of  them  vehich  contemplated  a  then 
present  performance. 

Before  the  maturity  of  the  note,  according  to  the  aver 
ments  in  the  answer,  the  said  Ann  and  Alexander  were 
advised  that  this  agreement  was  of  no  effect  and  not  binding 
on  their  children  (who  were  infants),  and  that  the  first  agree- 
ment (of  1846)  was  valid  and  ought  to  be  enforced.  They 
brought  an  action  to  test  this  question,  and  it  was  decided 
adversely  to  such  alleged  agreement.  This  decision,  it  was 
hoped,  would  have  been  made  prior  to  the  maturity  of  the 
note,  but  it  was  not  made  until  1862,  and  having  been 
advised  that  it  was  unsafe  to  pay  the  note  until  such  decision, 
she  did  not  pay  it  at  maturity.  Afterwards,  however,  in 
1859  or  1860,  she  offered  to  pay,  tendered  the  amount,  and 
demanded  a  deed ;  all  which  were  refused  by  the  plaintiff. 
Ailer  the  decision  in  the  court  of  appeals,  and  in  December, 
1862,  she  executed  to  the  Iowa  trustees  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage  to  secure  the  trust  fund.  Pending  the  action,  Alexan- 
der McGregor  died,  and  Duncan  McGregor,  as  his  executor, 
was  made  a  party  defendant  in  his  place. 

The  answers  ask  as  affirmative  relief,  that  the  agreement 
(of  1851)  be  specifically  performed,  the  amount  so  invested 
in  Iowa  declared  a  legal  investment  of  the  trust  fund  under 
the  will,  and  for  further  relief. 

The  first  matter  stricken  out  by  the  order  appealed  from 
is  that  which  alleges  the  substitution  of  Iowa  property  for 
the  original  trust  fund,  the  appropriation  of  the  latter  to  the 
plaintiff's  own  use,  the  taking  of  title  to  the  Iowa  property 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  subsequent  refusal  to 
convey  same  in  trust  for  the  beneficiaries. 

Considered  by  themselves,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  these 
allegations  were  material  by  way  of  defense,  and  could  not 
properly  be  struck  out  as  irrelevant.  Taken  in  connection 
with  the  fact  subsequentlv  averred  both  in  the  complaint 
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and  answer,  that  the  court  held  that  the  trust  fund  had  not 
been  transferred  to  lowa^  either  because  no  such  agreement 
had  been  made^  or  the  agreement  was  invalid^  the  matter 
,  did  not  thereby  become  irrelevant^  however  much  its  force 
as  a  defense  might  be  thereby  impaired.  If  the  fact  were  as 
the  defendant  alleged,  that  the  agreement  (of  1846)  was 
actually  made,  and  that  another  agreement  (of  1651)  was 
substituted  therefor,  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  been  irrelevant 
to  have  alleged  the  facts  just  as  they  took  place,  in  the  order 
of  their  occurrence. 

The  second  matter  stricken  out  by  the  order  is  contained 
in  the  words  "to  restore  amicable  relations  between  the  par- 
ties." This  is  alleged  as  one  of  the  objects  of  the  substitu- 
tion of  the  agreement  of  1851  for  that  of  1846,  and  in  imme- 
diate connection  with  the  fact  that  the  refusal  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  perform  the  agreement  of  1846  had  engendered  hos- 
tile feelings  between  the  parties.  I  do  not  regard  the  mat- 
ter as  wlioUy  irrelevant,  and  certainly  not  as  matter  by  which 
the  plaintiff  is  aggrieved^  the  more  especially  as  the  plaintiff 
had  distinctly  averred  as  one  of  the  grounds  for  seeking  a 
release  from  his  trust  relations  that  unfriendly  feelings 
existed  between  these  very  parties.  If  this  were  a  proper 
averment;  it  could  not  be  out  of  place  in  the  defendants  to 
aver  the  contrary. 

The  third  matter  stricken  out  is  that  which  alleges  the 
substituted  agreement  of  1851,  or  a  part  thereof. 

I  think  this  matter  was  relevant  and  material:  1.  Because 
it  alleged  the  existing  agreement  and  understanding  l)etween 
the  parties  in  relation  to  the  trust  fund;  2.  Because  it 
showed  substantially,  in  connection  with  subsequent  aver- 
ments, that  it  was  yet  in  the  plaintiff*^s  hands,  or  liable  to  be 
accounted  for  by  him,  on  account  of  his  not  having  per- 
formed his  part  of  the  agreement;  3.  Because,  thus  con- 
nected, it  showed  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the 
judgment  which  he  sought,  and  that  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint  were  not  true ;    4.  Because,  in  the  matter  thus 
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proposed  and  ordered  to  be  stricken  out,  the  plaintiff  has 
emasculated  the  matter  of  the  defendant's  defense,  striking 
out  portions  oi  a  distinct  defense  and  leaving  in  other  por- 
tions, as  for  example,  among  the  latter,  that  it  was  agreed 
that  Ann  should  exectte  to  the  plaintiff  receipts  for  the  inter^ 
est  which  had  accrued  on  the  $2,000  as  if  regularly  paid, 
though  in  fact  not  paid.  This  matter,  if  material,  as  I  think 
it  was,  was  entitled  to  stand  in  the  defendant's  answer,  as  it 
was  therein  alleged  as  a  part  of  an  agreement  embracing 
other  important  matters,  and  not  as  if  it  was  a  distinct  and 
disconnected  averment  by  itself. 

The  fourth  matter  stricken  out  is  that  which  alleges  the 
partial  performance,  by  both  parties  of  the  agreement  of 
1861,  or  of  8k  part  thereof. 

The  same  remarks  apply  to  this  as  to  the  last  previous 
matter.  If  the  latter  is  entitled  to  stand  then  this  should 
be,  for  the  allegations  are  closely  connected  and  more  or  less 
dependent  upon  each  other.  If  the  question  be,  whether 
this  is  a  valid  and  existing  agreement  between  the  parties,  it 
cannot  be  irrelevant  to  aver  partial  performance  thereof,  as 
well  as  the  original  making  of  the  agreement.  To  this  mat- 
ter, also,  the  remark  is  especially  applicable;  that  the  plain- 
tiff on  moving  to  strike  out,  and  procuring  the  order  of  the 
court  to  that  effect,  has  dissected  a  series  of  allegations  hav- 
ing direct  connection  with  and  dependence  upon  each  other 
— allowing  some  of  them  to  stand,  and  striking  out  others — 
thus  placing  the  defendants  before  the  court  in  a  false  posi- 
tion, and  different  from  that  which  they  had  assumed  in  their 
answer.  For  example,  the  plaintiff  allows  the  allegation  to 
stand;  that  on  execution  of  the  agreement  (of  1851),  the 
plaintiff  conveyed  to  Ann  all  his  interest  in  the  lands  in  Iowa, 
and  strikes  out  the  allegations  directly  following  and  connec- 
ted therewith ;  that  he  also  conveyed  to  Ann  certain  other 
lands  in  Wisconsin,  and  that  these  deeds  (instead  of  being  deliv- 
ered) were  deposited  vrith  Q-eorge  D,  Gardner  of  Iowa,  to  be 
delivered  to  Ann  when  her  note  w  as  paid.     So,  also,  the  alle^ 
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gation  is  allowed  to  stand,  that  Ann  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  receipts  for  the  interest  on  the  32,000,  as  hav- 
ing been  paid  to  her,  though  in  fact  not  paid,  while  other 
allegations  are  stricken  out,  showing  how  and  for  what  rea- 
son such  receipts  were  executed,  and  that  they  were  in  exe- 
cution of  an  agreement  containing  other  important  and  de- 
pendent provisions. 

The  Jifth  matter  stricken  out  is  that  which  alleges  an  excuse 
by  Ann,  for  not  meeting  and  paying  her  note  of  ($4,500)  at 
maturity,  to  wit :  advice  that  the  agreement  under  which 
it  was  given,  was  invalid,  and  that  the  former  agreement 
(of  1846)  was  operative ;  the  institution  of  a  suit  to  determ- 
ine this  latter  question ;  advice  that  it  was  imprudent  and 
unsafe  to  pay  that  note  until  such  suit  were  ended ;  never- 
theless, a  subsequent  offer  to  pay,  a  tender  of  the  amount, 
and  demand  of  a  deed,  with  all  which  plaintiff  refused  to 
comply. 

I  think  this  matter  ^as  not  irrelevant.  Defendants  set  up 
this  agreement  (of  1851)  as  an  existing  and  operative  one 
between  the  parties,  and  of  which  they  asked  a  specific  per- 
formance. It  was  not  irrelevant  to  show  an  excuse  for  not 
performing  it  in  some  respects  in  point  of  time,  strictly 
according  to  its  terms,  and  a  subsequent  tender  of  perform- 
ance. 

In  connection  with  this  matter  thus  stricken  out  and 
immediately  preceding  it  in  the  answer,  is  an  allegation  also 
stricken  out  that  though  the  whole  trust  fund  was  in  plain- 
tiff's hands  he  had  not  paid  over  any  portion  of  it  into  the 
hands  of  the  Iowa  trustees.  The  allegation  in  regard  to  the 
appointment  of  these  trustees  in  place  of  those  named  in  the 
will,  is  permitted  to  stand.  If  so,  the  allegation  that  the 
plaintiff  had  retained  the  whole  trust  fund  in  his  hands,  and 
had  not  paid  over  same  to  the  Iowa  trust^s,  ought,  I  think, 
also  to  stand. 

*        • 

The  sixth  matter  stricken  out  is  a  clause  stating,  that 
after  the  agreement  of  1851,  the  beneficiaries  made  expens- 
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ive  improvements  upon  the  property  contemplated  to  be 
held  in  trust  for  their  benefit. 

If  specific  performance  was  proper  relief  for  the  defend- 
ants to  ask;  it  was  allowable  to  state  this  fact  as  a  reason  for 
it ;  if  the  agreement  were  in  any  way  proper  to  be  main- 
tained. I  do  not  see  why  this  fact;  as  contributing  to  suc'h 
a  result,  was  not  proper  to  be  stated.  If  the  other  matter  is 
to  stand;  I  think  this  should  do  so ;  and  being  unprejudicial 
to  the  plaintiff;  I  see  no  occasion  for  striking  it  out,  unless 
all  the  allegations  in  regard  to  the  agreement  respecting  the 
trust  fund;  are  stricken  out;  in  which  case  it  would  probably 
be  incongruous  as  not  connected  with  any  subject  matter  in 
the  answer. 

The  seventh  matter  stricken  out  is  such  portion  of  the  re- 
lief sought;  as  asks  a  specific  performance  of  the  agreement 
of  1851,  and  the  delivery  of  the  deeds  (held  in  escrow)  upon 
payment  of  the  $4,500  note.  The  propriety  of  this  prayer 
depends  upon  the  question  whether  any  matter  relating  to 
that  agreement,  shall  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  answer.  If 
it  is  so  allowed,  then  the  prayer,  whether  proper  to  be  stated 
or  not,  should  be  allowed  to  remain,  as  it  would  be  a  very 
rigid  and  uncommendable  exercise  of  judicial  power  to  refuse 
to  a  party  permission  to  pray  for  such  relief,  as  he  believed 
to  be  proper  upon  the  facts  alleged.  It  is  only  in  the  event 
'  that  uU  the  previous  matter  supposed  to  be  objectionable, 
that  it  would  be  admissible  to  strike  out  this  prayer,  as 
wholly  inapplicable  in  any  point  of  view  to  the  facts  alleged, 
and  therefore;  likely  to  confuse  and  mislead. 

On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  the  matter  objected 
to  should  be  allowed  to  stand,  and  that  the  order  should  be 
reversed. 

In  coming  to  this  conclusion,  I  have  confined  myself  to  an 
examination  of  thp  matter  stricken  out,  on  the  single  ground 
of  irrelevancy.  This  is  the  only  ground  stated  in  the  moving 
papers,  and  the  only  one  we  ought  to  consider. 

I  have,  therefore,  not  considered,  except  to  a  very  slighik 
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degree,  the  question  whether  the  matter  stricken  out  forms 
the  whole  or  a  material  part  of  a  defense,  or  a  counterclaim. 
Such  questions  only  properly  arise  upon  demurrer,  or  on  the 
trial  of  the  action,  unless  the  matter  objected  to  be  palpably 
frivolous  or  irrelevant  to  any  possible  issues  in  the  action, 
presented  by  the  papera.  As  a  general  and  almost  universal 
rule,  the  validity  of  a  defense  to  an  action,  is  not  to  be  tested 
by  a  motion  to  strike  out.  It  is  true,  sham  and  irrelevant 
defenses  may  be  stricken  out.  And  matter  of  the  same 
description  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion,  or  may  give 
occasion  for  a  motion  for  judgment,  notwithstanding  the  an- 
swer. But  the  matter  must  be  palpably  sham  or  irrelevant. 
It  would  infringe  unwarrantably  upon  legal  rights,  if  any 
other  interpretation  were  put  upon  these  sections  of  the 
Code. 

Nor  is  it  necessary  to  determine  a'bsolutely,  whether  the 
matter  objected  to  be  sufficient  to  operate  as  the  foundation 
of  a  counterclaim,  or  of  affirmative  relief,  although  it  is  cer^ 
tainly  plausable  to  say,  that  a  party  who  asks  to  have  his 
accounts  finally  settled,  and  to  be  discharged  absolutely  from 
the  trust,  may  first  be  asked  to  consummate  any  valid  con- 
tract, which  he  has  made  in  regard  to  the  trust  fund.  But 
it  suffices,  if  the  matter  objected  to  be  in  any  wise  proper  as 
a  defense  (of  any  description)  to  the  action,  or  in  any  wise 
relevant  to  such  a  defense. 

Nor  have  I  considered  the  question  whether  .the  ofiensive 
matter,  or  matter  of  a  like  description,  has  been  stricken  out 
by  order  of  the  court,  from  a  previous  answer  in  the  same 
action.  The  motion  is  not  founded  upon  that  ground,  and 
the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  do  not  raise  that  question. 
With  the  papers  on  this  motion  there  have  been,  however, 
handed  to  the  court  the  former  answer  put  in  in  1863,  with 
the  portions  marked  as  stricken  out  by  the  order  then  entered, 
and  also  the  brief  opinion  then  written  granting  the  motion 
to  strike  out.  It  certainly  appears  that  some  of  the  matter 
then  stricken  out,  was  substantially  similar  to  some  of  that 
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embraced  in  the  present  order.  .  But  from  an  inspection  of 
the  opinion  it  will  be  seen^  that  l^e  decision  was  not  made 
altogether  upon  the  ground^  that  the  matter  was  irrelevant 
or  redundant,  but  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  either  of  that 
character  or  so  loosely  and  inartificially  pleaded,  that  it  ought 
not  to  stand.  The  relevancy  of  the  matters  alleged,  did  not 
clearly  appear,  either  in  the  .mode  of  presenting  them  in  the 
pleading,  or  on  the  argument  of  the  motion,  and  the  order 
to  strike  out  was  granted  (as  appears  by  the  opinion),  with- 
out prejudice  to  put  in  an  amended  answer,  showing  the 
falsity  of  the  matters  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  or  the  pos- 
session by  plaintiff  of  additional  (and  it  might  have  been 
added  '^  or  different")  trust  fiinds,  besides  those  stated  in  the 
complaint,  or  the  possession  of  them  under  a  difibrent,  new  or 
substituted  trust — or  seeking  pertinent  relief  adapted  to  such 
a  state  of  facts. 

The  reservation,  I  think,  was,  as  it  was  doubtless  intended 
to  be,  sufficiently  broad  to  enable  the  defendant  to  incorpor- 
ate in  a  pleading  properly  framed,  matters  containing  a 
plausible  defense,  so  as  to  enable  the  adverse  party  to  test 
the  validity  thereof  by  demurrer ;  or,  if  not  constituting  by 
themselves,  a  separate  and  independent  defense,  to  enable 
the  court  to  test  their  validity  or  sufficiency  on  the  trial  of 
the  action. 

I  think  this  has  bel^n  done  in  the  present  case,  with  suffi- 
cient effect  properly  to  protect  them  from  a  successful  mo- 
tion to  strike  out  for  irreletancy. 

In  my  opinion,  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed 
with  costs,  but  without  prejudice  to  a  demurrer  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  answer,  or  to  such  portions  thereof  as 
he  shall  be  advised;  and  the  plaintiff  is  allowed  twenty  days 
after  a  copy  of  the  order  entered  on  this  motion  is  served  on 
him  to  interpose  such  demurer,  or  to  reply  to  said  answer  as 
he  shall  be  advised 

MiLLEB,  J.,  concurred. 

Ingalls,  J.,  dissented. 
Vol..  XXXV,  26 
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COURT  *0F  APPEALS. 

Calvin  Goodwin,  appellant  ogt.  Mary  Nelin,  respondent. 

Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a  lot  of  land  is  conditioned  that  a  conyeyanoe 
ia  not  to  be  given  until  the  terms  of  the  contract  are  performed,  by  the  payment 
of  the  whole  porchase  money,  $500,  in  yearly  payments,  and  at  the  expiration  of 
the  time  for  the  payment  of  the  whole  there  remains  a  balance  dae  and  unpaid  of 
$200,  and  the  vendor  thereupon  declares  the  contract  void,  and  proceeds  in  an 
action  of  ejeet^ient  and  gets  possession  of  the  premises,  the  vendee  and  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  never  having  paid  or  tendered  the  amount  dae  upon  the  contract, 
have  no  claim  legally  or  equitably  to  the  title  of  the  premises. 

September  Term^  1867. 

This  action  was  originally  commenced  by  Jonathan  Good- 
win, who  died,  and  by  his  last  will  and  testament  gave  all 
his  right,  title  and  interest  in  the  subject  matter  in  contro- 
versy to  the  present  plaintiff,  Calvin  Goodwin ;  and  the  suit 
has  been  continued  in  his  name. 

The  complaint  set  forth  that  one  Francis  Hunt  had  a  con- 
tract, in  writing,  with  one  Albert;  G.  Bristol,  for  the  pur- 
chase of  a  piece  of  land  in  the  city  of  Oswego,  for  the  sum 
of  $500 )  that  said  Bristol  had  covenanted  and  agreed  with 
said  Hunt  that,  on  payment  of  said  sum  and  the  interest 
thereon,  he  would  convey  the  said  land  to  him  by  a  good 
deed,  in  fee  simple;  that  said  Hunt,  difring  his  lifetime,  had 
paid  the  whole  amount  of  said  purchase  money,  and  had 
fuUy  performed  all  the  covenants  on  his  part  required  by  said 
contract ;  that  said  Hunt  took  possession  of  said  premises, 
and  retained  possession  thereof  until  his  death  j  that  upon 
his  death,  the  defendant,  Mary  Nelin,  a  sister  of  said  Hunt, 
took  possession  of  said  premises,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other 
heirs  of  said  Hunt,  and  retained  the  same.  The  complaint 
further  stated  that  proceedings  had  been  instituted  by  the 
administrators  of  said  Hunt,  before  the  surrogate  of  Oswego 
county,  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  said  Hunt;  that  such 
sale  was  ordered  and  had,  and  that  on  such  sale  the  said 
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Jonathan  Goodwin  had  become  the  purchaser  thereof,  and 
had  received  a  deed  therefon 

The  complainant  prayed  that  the  defendant  might  be 
ordered  and  adjudged  to  deliver  up  said  contract  and  receipts 
therein  mentioned ;  might  come  to  an  account  for  all  moneys 
paid  by  her  on  account  of  said  purchase,  if  any;  might  also 
account  for  the  rents  and  profits  of  said  premises,  and  might 
be  decreed  to  deliver  up  the  possession  thereof;  or  for  such 
other  relief  as  the  said  plaintiff  might  be  entitled  to. 

The  action  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  the 
following  facts  were  found : 

First  That  said  Francis  Hunt,  sometime  between  the 
years  1845  aud  1850,  contracted  to  purchase  of  Albert  G. 
Bristol,  of  Rochester,  the  piece  of  land  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  on  the  north  end  of  block  No.  86,  in  the  city  of 
Oswego,  for  the  sum  of  $500,  part  of  which  was  paid  down, 
and  th6  remainder  was  to  be  paid  in  yearly  payments ;  said 
Bristol  to  give  a  deed  therefor  on  the  payment  of  all  the 
purchase  money  at  the  times  when  the  same  became  paya- 
ble, according  to  said  contract;  that  the  contract  by  its  terms 
was  to  become  void  on  failure  to  pay  according  to  tfe  terms; 
and  possession  was  taken  of  said  lot  by  said  Hunt.  The  pur 
chase  money  all  became  due  before  September  20th,  1852; 
and  at  that  date  there  remained  due  and  unpaid  on  said  con- 
tract $200  of  principal,  besides  interest,  which  moneys  so 
due  have  not  been  paid  or  tendered  to  said  Bristol,  or  to  any 
one  else. 

Second.  ThalJ  said  Francis  Hunt  died  on  the  16th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1851,  intestate,  leaving  Denis  Nelin  and  Mary 
Nelin  in  possession  of  said  lot;  that  such  proceedings  were 
had  before  the  surrogate  of  Oswego  county  that,  on  the  11th 
day  of  May,  1853,  letters  of  administration  upon  the  estate 
of  said  Francis  Hunt  were  issued  to  Catharine  Oats  and 
Thomas  Hunt,  they  executing  the  usual  bond  in  such  case ; 
ijhat  such  proceedings  were  thereafter  had  on  the  application 
of  said  Catharine  Oats,  before  said  surrogate;  that  afterwards, 
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on  the  6th  of  February,  1854,  the  said  surrogate  ordered 
said  administratrix  to  sell  and  assign  all  the  interest  of  said 
contract,  subject  to  all  payments  that  were  to  become  due 
thereon,  after  the  granting  of  said  order  for  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  said  intestate ;  that,  before  granting  such  order, 
no  bond  was  given,  such  as  is  required  by  the  statutes,  on 
ordering  the  mortgaging,  leasing  or  selling  of  real  estate  of 
deceased  persons  for  payment  of  their  debt&r;  that  on  the  9th 
of  August,  1854,  such  bond  was  executed  and  acknowledged, 
and  marked  by  the  surrogate  thus :  '^Approved  Aug.  9th,  as 
of  February  6th,  1854;  that  by  virtue  of  said  order  of  sale, 
said  administratrix,  on  the  SOth  of  September,  1854,  sold 
said  contract  to  Jonathan  Goodwin  for  $250 ;  that  on  the 
9th  of  October,  1854,  said  sale  was  confirmed  by  an  order 
of  said  surrogate ;  that  neither  on  the  proceedings  for  such 
sale,  nor  at  any  time,  was  any  other  bond  than  the  two  men- 
tioned made  or  executed,  or  filed  with  said  surrogate. 
•  Third.  That  on  the  20th  day  of  September,  1852,  $200 
of  principal,  with  interest,  being  due  and  unpaid  on  said  con* 
tract,  the  said  Bristol  declared  said  contract  void,  and  com- 
menced  an  action  of  ejectment  in  the  supreme  court,  for  the 
recovery  of  the  possession  of  said  lot,  against  the  said  Denis 
Nelin  and  Mary  Nelin  his  wife,  the  parties  in  possession  of 
said  lot;  that  such  proceedjings  were  had  in  such  action  that 
afterwards,  on  the  SOth  day  of  October,  1852,  judgment  was 
duly  rendered  in  said  action  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff*  therein 
for  the  possession  of  said  premises  and  for  $13.35  costs. 

Fourth.  That  on  the  15th  day  of  June,"  1853,  the  said 
Bristol  sold  and  conveyed  the  said  lot  to  the  said  defendant, 
Mary  Nelin. 

And  as  matter  of  law,  the  court  did  find  and  decide  that 
the  proofs  did  not  sustain  the  action.  Whereupon  the  com- 
plaint was  dismissed  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  defend- 
ant, and  on  appeal  the  same  was  affirmed ;  and  the  plaintifi 
now  appeals  to  this  court. 

Upon  the  trial,  the  defendant  produced  the  judgment  roll 
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in  the  action  of  ejectment,  in  favor  of  Bristol,  against  said 
Denis  and  Mary  Nelin,  and  the  plaintiff  objected  that  this 
constituted  no  defense;  but  the  court  held  that  it  did,  unless 
obviated  hy  showing  that  it  was  fraudulent,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  excepted.  Plaintiff  offered  to  show  the  declaration 
of  the  defendant,  to  the  effect  that  she  had  paid  to  Bristol 
the  whole  amount  due  upon  the  contract,  and  had  received 
a  deed  from  Bristol  for  the  said  premises;  and  also  offered  to 
show  the  assignment  of  demands  to  Goodwin  against  Francis 
Hunt,  by  his  administratrix,  and  offered  to  prove  the  execu- 
tion of  a  conveyance  by  said  administratrix,  dated  October 
9th,  1854,  to  said  Goodwin,  of  all  the  interest  of  said  Fran- 
cis Hunt  in  said  real  estate,  and  in  all  contracts  for  the  pur- 
chase thereof.  All  of  which  was  excluded,  and  the  plaiutiff 
excepted.  The  plaintiff  also  excepted  to  the  decision  of  the 
court  dismissing  the  complaint. 

Wm.  Tiffany,  for  appellant. 
D.  H.  Maesh,  for  respondent. 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  These  exceptions  present  the  only  ques- 
tion for  the  consideration  of  this  court.  Upon  the  facts 
found  by  the  court,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
standing  in  court  to  impeach  the  title  of  the  defendant,  Mary 
Nelin,  to  the  lot  in  question.  He  certainly  had  no  greater 
rights  than  were  possessed  by  his  grantor,  the  administratrix 
of  Francis  Hunt.  If  it  be  true,  as  found  by  the  court,  that 
the  contract,  by  its  terms,  had  terminated,  and  Bristol  had 
the  right  to  declare  it  forfeited  and  terminated,  as  it  is  found 
he  did,  and  proceeded  to  enforce  his  rights  upon  that  basis, 
and  did  recover  the  possession  of  said  premises,  it  is  not  seen 
why  he  had  not  a  perfect  right  to  sell  the  said  premises  to 
whomsoever  he  pleased,  and  why  the  defendant  could  not 
purchase  the  same  and  acquire  a  perfect  title  thereto.  Upon 
these  facts,  no  title  or  interest  remained  in  the  estate  of 
Francis  Hunt,  at  the  time  of  the  initiation  of  the  proceed 
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ings  in  the  surrogate's  court^  to  sell  his  real  estate  or  his 
interest  in  the  said  contract  of  purchase.  By  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  that  interest  had  terminated  on  the  20th  day 
of  September,  1852 ;  and  on  that  day  Bristol,  by  the  act  of 
commencement  of  the  action  of  ejectment,  elected  so  to 
regard  it,  and  on  the  30th  day  of  October  succeeding  obtained 
judgment  in  said  action,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  said  premises.  It  is  not  pretended  that  said 
recovery  was  fraudulent  or  collusive. 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1853,  Bristol,  then  the  owner  of  said 
premises,  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  to  the  defendant,  Mary 
Kelin,  for  a  valuable  consideration ;  and  this  action  is  on  the 
notice  of  an  ejectment  to  recover  such  possession.  It  cannot 
be  maintained,  for  the  very  obvious  reason  that  the  plaintiff 
has  shown  no  title  to  the  premises  claimed.  He  cannot 
recover  upon  the  weakness  of  the  defendant's  title,  but  upon 
the  strength  of  his  own.  The  title  of  the  plaintiff  was 
acquired  more  than  a  year  after  the  defendant  had  received  a 
deed  for  the  premises  in  dispute  from  the  conceded  true 
owner  thereof,  an(^when  she  was  in  possession  of  said  prem- 
ises and  holding  the  same  adversely  to  any  title  the  plaintiff 
had  or  could  have  from  the  representatives  of  Francis  Hunt. 
If  he  had  survived,  he  could  not  have  set  up  any  title  to  said 
premises  until  he  had  performed,  or  offered  to  perfom.,  said 
contract  on  his  part.  This  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  those 
from  whom  he  derived  title  had  ever  done.  If  they  had  any 
jight,  or  had  acquired  any  under  such  contract,  it  could  not 
be  asserted  or  enforced,  unless  it  was  made  to  appear  that 
they,  or  those  under  whom  they  claim,  had  performed  the 
same,  or  had  offered  to  perform  on  their  part.  They  were 
clearly  not  entitled  to  a  deed  from  Bristol  until  this  was 
done.  And  as  the  court  had  found  as  a  fact  that  the  money 
due  upon  thid  contract  was  never  paid  to  Bristol  or  tendered 
to  him  or  any  one  else,  it  is  very  apparent  that  the  plaintiflj 
or  those  under  whom  he  claims,  never  had  or  were  entitled 
to  have  a  title  to  said  premises. 
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If  we  assume  that  the  defendant  succeeded  to  all  the  duties 
and  responsibilities  imposed  by  the  contract  upon  Bristol, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  has  possessed  himself  of  all  the  rights 
of  Hunt  under  the  contract,  how  then  stands  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  maintain  this  action?  It  cannot  be  contended,  as 
has  been  already  observed,  that  he  has  any  greater  or  other 
rights  under  the  contract  than  Hunt  would  have  had,  if  liv- 
ing. Before  he  or  his  assignor  could  have  obtained  title  to 
the  premises  in  question,  by  virtue  of  this  contract,  it  was  a 
prerequisite  on  his  part  that  there  should  have  been  perform- 
ance by  him,  or  an  offer  to  perform,  and  payment  of  the 
amount  due,  or  tender  of  such  payment.  None  of  these 
things  were  done;  and  the  court  has  found  the  fact  that  the 
moneys  due  upon  the  contract  were  never  paid  or  tendered 
to  Bristol,  or  to  any  one  else.  This  latter  branch  of  the 
finding  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include  the  defendant. 
We  thus  see  that  the  plaintiff,  and  those  under  whom  ho 
claims,  never  had  the  title  to  said  premises,  and  never  were 
entitled,  either  legally  or  equitably,  to  such  title.  It  follows, 
from  these  views,  that  the  court  properly  dismissed  the  com- 
plaint and  g^ve  judgment  for  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
exception  to  such  decision  is  untenable.  It  is  unnecessary,  in 
this  aspect  of  the  case,  to  consider  the  exception  taken  to 
the  admission  and  rejection  of  the  testimony  offered.  The 
exclusion  of  that  offered,  and  the  admission  of  that  objected 
to,  would  not  have  improved  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  there- 
fore these  rulings  worked  no  injury  to  him.  Without  inti- 
mating any  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  rulings  made, 
it  is  only  needful  to  add  that  the  decision  of  the  case  does 
not  call  for  any  expression  of  opinion  in  regard  to  them. 

The  judgment  .appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs.  9 

AH  concur. 

Affirmed. 
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COURT  OP  APPEAI^. 

The  Mayor,  Aldermen  and  Commonalty  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  appellants  agt.  Michael  Ryan  and  others,  respond- 
ents. 

Where  an  act  is  paaaed  hj  the  legislotiire,  after  the  execution  by  a  oonstable  in  the 
oitj  of  New  York  and  his  sureties  of  an  official  bond,  which  enlarges  the  jorisdie* 
tion  of  the  district  courts  in  said  city  and  imposes  new  duties  upon  the  constables, 
neither  the  sureties  nor  the  bond  are  affected  by  such  act 

September  Term^  1867. 

The  defendant  Ryan  was  sued  in  the  New  York  common 
pleas,  as  the  surety  of  one  Libberus,  a  constable  of  the  city 
of  New  York.  It  is  provided  by  the  laws  relating  to  that 
city  (2  Bev.  LawSj  397,  ^  147),  that  every  person  thereafter 
to  be  elected  or  appointed  to  the  office  of  constable  or  mar- 
shal, in  said  city,  should,  before  he  entered  upon  the  execu- 
tion of  said  oflSce,  enter  into  a  bond,  with  one  or  more  surety 
or  sureties,  in  the  penal  sum  of  $500,  jointly  and  severally  to 
answer  to  the  said  mayor,  &c.,  and  the  parties,  if  any  shall 
complain,  and  conditioned  that  such  officer  shall  in  all  things 
perform  and  execute  the  duties  of  said  office. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  Ryan  gave  the  bond  referred 
to  on  the  14th  day  of  January,  1867,  and  that  on  the  8th 
day  of  May,  in  the  said  year,  the  defendant  Libberus,  as  con- 
stable, received  two  executions  against  the  persons  therc^m 
named  j  that  by  virtue  theraof  he  took  and  carried  away,  on 
the  9th  of  May,  1 857,  the  property  of  one  John  Rodman, 
Jr.,  and  detained  the  same ;  that  Rodman  brought  an  action 
against  him  therefor,  and  recovered  judgnjent  for  the  value 
of  said  goods,  &c.,  to  the  amount  of  $83.25 ;  that  an  execu- 
tion had  been  issued  on  said  judgment,  and  had  been  duly 
returned  unsatisfied. 

On  the  13th  day  of  April,  1857,  an  act  was  passed  to 
reduce  the  several  acts  relating  to  the  district  courts  in  the 
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city  of  New  York,  into  one  act,  and  by  this  act  additional 
duties  were  imposed  upon  the  constables  of  said  city. 

J.  S.  Carpentier,  for  appellants. 
E.  T.  KiCE,  for  respondents, 

DavieS;  Ch.  J.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  duties  thereto- 
fore incumbent  on  such  officers  have  been  changed,  but  only 
that  additional  or  new  duties  have  been  imposed.  Neither 
is  it  claimed  that  the  acts  for  which  the  constable  has  been 
made  liable  in  the  present  case,  by  the  judgment  recovered 
against  him,  were  done  in  pursuance  of  any  authority  con- 
ferred by  the  act  of  April  13,  1857. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  they  were  personal,  and  discharged 
.under  and  by  virtue  of  the  then  existing  provisions  of  law, 
and  had  no  connection  whatever  with  the  act  of  April  13, 
1857. 

The  judge  at  special  term  held  thatj  after  the  bond  in  suit 
was  given,  the  legislature,  by  the  act  of  April  13,  1857,  had 
enlarged  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  and  imposed 
new  duties  upon  constables,  and  that  when  a  surety  enters 
into  a  bond  for  the  faithful  performance  by  his  principal  of 
the  duties  of  an  office,  and  after  the  giving  of  the  bond  the 
duties  of  the  office  are  altered  so  as  to  increase  or  vary  the 
risk  of  the  surety,  the  bond  cannot  be  enforced  against  the 
surety,  although  the  act  relied  upon  as  a  breach  of  the  con- 
dition would  have  been  a  violation  of  the  officer's  duty  before 
the  alteration  was  made. 

This  judgment  was  affirmed  at  the  general  term  of  the 
New  York  common  pleas,  and  the  plaintiflfs  appeal  to  this 
court. 

The  precise  point  raised  by  this  appeal  has  lately  been 
under  consideration  by  this  court,  and  been  decided. 

In  the  case  of  The  People  agt.  Alden  Vilas  and  others^ 
decided  at  the  last  March  term,  we  held  precisely  the  oppo- 
site doctrine. 
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In  that  case  the  defendants  became  the  sureties,  on  the 
15th  day  of  January,  1850,  of  one  Mahlon  P.  Jackson,  as 
commissioner  for  loaning  certain  moneys  of  the  United  States 
for  the  county  of  St.  Lawrence. 

On  the  10th  of  April,  1850,  the  legislature  imposed  new 
obligations  on  the  principal  in  the  discharge  of  the  duties  of 
his  office,  and  it  was  insisted  that  the  sureties  were  conse- 
quently discharged. 

This  court  thought  otherwise,  and  held  that  the  sureties 
were  not  discharged. 

That  case  is  decisive  of  the  one  now  under  consideration, 
and  it  is  unnecessary  to  again  discuss  the  question  or  again 
refer  to  the  authorities  which,  we  believe,  fully  sustain  the 
result  at  which  we  then  arrived. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  must  be  reversed  and  a  new 
trial  ordered,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

All  concur  except  Pobteb  and  Bockes,  Judges,  not  voting. 

Reversed.  * 


•  »> 


SUPREME  COURT. 
Mygatt  agt.  Willcox  and  Willcox. 

In  cases  in  which  mora  than  two  days  are  necessarily  occupied  in  completing  the 
trial,  before  the  coart,  referee  or  jury,  includitiff  the  preparation  and  fnhmitsian 
of  written  points  or  argumentg^  if  that  way  of  snbmissioD  is  agreed  upon,  the  party 
succeeding  is  entitled  to  the  additional  $10  costs,  under  subdivision  4  of  section 
307  of  the  Code. 

Chenango  Special  Term,  July^  1868. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  for  re-adjustment  of  costs. 

The  action  was  tried  before  a  referee,  whose  report  was 
for  the  plaintiff.  On  the  adjustment  of  the  plaintiff's  costs 
before  the  clerk  of  Chenango  county,  the  plaintiff  insisted 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  following  items : 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPORTS.       411 

Mygatt  agt.  Willcox. 


For  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact $30 

Trial  necessarily  occupying  more  than  two  days  in  addi- 
tion thereto 10 

The  defendants  claimed  that  the  item  of  $10  for  the  trial 
necessarily  occupying  more  than  two  days,  should  be  disal- 
lowed. It  appeared  by  affidavits  before  the  clerk,  that  the 
parties  were  engaged  two  full  days  in  taking  the  evidence 
before  the  referee,  and  that  on  the  evening  of  the  second  day 
tiie  evidence  was  closed,  when  the  plamtiff's  counsel  pro- 
posed to  sum  up  the  case  and  finish  the  trial,  and  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  preferred  to  submit  on  written  points  or  argu- 
ments, when  it  was  agreed  before  the  referee,  that  the  plain- 
tiff submit  his  points  or  arguments,  which  was  then  done. 
It  was  further  agreed,  that  the  defendants  have  time  to  an- 
swer thereto  in  writing ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  have  time  to 
reply  to  the  defendants'  points  or  arguiLents.  The  points  or 
arguments  of  the  defendants  were  submitted  to  the  referee 
by  the  defendants'  counsel,  to  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
made  reply  in  writing. 

The  plaintiffs  counsel  was  necessarily  occupied  two  days 
thereafter  in  preparing  said  reply  to  the  defendants'  points  or 
arguments,  in  addition  to  the  two  days  occupied  in  taking 
testimony  before  the  referee.     The  clerk  disallowed  said  $10. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  the  clerk's  ruling  and  now  made 
this  motion  by  way  of  appeal  for  a  re-adjustment, 

Henry  E.  Mygatt,  for  plaintiff. 

I.  Uiider  section  307.  sabdivision  4,  as  amended  April  27tb,  1866,  the  ti'ial  of  an 
isaue  of  fact,  is  $30,  *'  and  where  the  trial  shall  necessarily  occupy  more  than  two 
**  days,  ten  dollars  in  addition  thereto." 

II.  *'  A  trial  is  the  examinatien  of  the  issues  between  the  parties."  (Co<2e,  $  252.) 
It  inclndes  not  only  the  examination  of  the  witnesses,  but  the  application  of  the 
facts  and  law  to  the  ca^'e  by  the  respective  counsel .  This  trial  was  not  completed 
until  the  submission  to  the  referee.  The  examination  of  the  witnesses  occupied 
two  days,  the  written  argument  thereafter  occupied  two  days  more.  It  was  not 
the  less  a  trial  by  reason  of  the  written  argument. 

Isaac  S.  Newton  and  David  L.  Follett,  for  the 
defendants. 
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Murray,  Jr.,  J.  The  opening  of  the  cause,  introduction 
of  evidence,  and  summing  up  by  counsel  to  the  jury,  or  sub- 
mitting of  the  cause  to  the  court  or  referee  on  written  points 
and  arguments,  after  the  evidence  is  closed,  are  parts  of  the 
trial  of  an  issue  of  fact. 

Such  trial  is  not  completed  until  finally  submitted  to  the 
court,  referee  or  jury. 

In  cases  in  which  more  than  two  days  are  necessarily  occu- 
pied in  completing  the  trial,  including  the  preparation  and 
submission  of  written  points  or  arguments,  if  that  way  of 
submission  is  agreed  upon,  the  party  succeeding  is  entitled 
to  the  additional  $10,  under  subdivision  4  of  section  307  of 
the  Code. 

In  this  case  it  being  conceded,  that  more  than  two  days 
was  necessarily  occupied  in  the  trial,  if  the  preparation  and 
submission  of  written  points  or  arguments  are  to  be  includ- 
ed as  a  part  of  the  trial,  there  should  be  a  re-adjustment  of 
the  C08t49  in  this  action,  and  the  clerk  of  Chenango  county 
should  allow  plaintiff  the  additional  $10  under  said  subdivis- 
ion, formerly  rejected  by  him. 


•  »• 


NEW  YORK  COMMON  PLEAS. 

The  National  Bank  op  the  Commonwealth  agt.  The 

Grocers'  National  Banb:. 

A  bank  npon  wbicb  a  cbeck  !a  drawn,  baying  paid  tlie  same,  cannot  recoTor  back 
the  money  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  paid,  altkongh  the  cbeck  prore  a 
forgery. 

The  loss  under  sacb  cirenrastances  sbonld  fall  on  the  bank  npon  which  the  ched: 
w6s  drawn.    A  bank  sbonld  know  the  signature  of  its  dealers. 

The  right  of  a  party  ultimately  to  be  affected  is  not  conclnded  by  what  transpires  at 
the  New  York  clearing  house,  or  the  entries  made  there,  in  respect  to  a  check 
which  passes  through  it.  The  clearing  honse  does  not  pass  npon  the  genuineness 
of  the  paper. 
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Payments  inTolontarily  made  may  be  recoyered  back,  if  the  yayment  waa  tit  fa/A 
improper. 

GetMToi  Termy  November y  1867. 

Present^  Daly,  P.  «7".,  Bbady  and  Van  Vorst,  Judges. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice 
of -the  first  judicial  district  court  in  the  city  of  New  York,  on 
the  26th  March,  1867,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  respond- 
ent, against  the  appellant  and  defendant.  The  action  was 
commenced  before  the  justice  by  summons,  with  a  complaint, 
annexed.  On  the  return  day,  the  parties  appeared  before 
the  justice,  and  the  defendant  interposed  no  answer  to  the 
complaint,  but  admitted  the  facts  stated  therein  to  be  true. 
The  case  was  submitted  to  the  justice  on  the  complaint, 
whereupon  the  justice  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  amount  for  which  the  check  purported  to  be 
drawn;  from  which  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken  to  the 
general  term  of  this  court. 

The  complaint  avers  that  in  December,  1866,  the  plaintiff 
received  on  deposit  from  one  of  its  dealers  a  bank  check 
drawn  upon  the  defendant.  That  the  check  was  passed  by 
ffie  plaintiff  to  the  credit  of  iheir  dealers.  That  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  are  both  members  of  the  New  York  Clearing 
House  Association, .  which  is  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
adjusting  the  balances  ot  accounts  and  settling  the  dealings 
of  and  between  the  several  banks  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
That  by  the  constitution  and  rules  of  the  Clearing  House 
Association,  the  checks  on  other  banks,  received  by  banks 
belonging  to  the  association  from  any  of  its  dealers,  are,  on' 
the  morning  of  the  day  next  afler  their  receipt,  presented  at 
thb  clearing  house,  and  then  all  the  checks  so  received  by  said 
banks  respectively  are  assorted  for  exchange  between  said 
banks,  and  the  amount  of  every  check  then  appearing  to  be 
drawn  against  any  bank  is  credited  in  account  to  the  bank  to 
which  it  is  presented,  and  is  charged  and  debited  in  account 
against  the  bank  on  which  it  appears  to  have  been  drawn,  in 
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the  accounts  of  said  clearing  house^  whether  the  same  be  or 
be  not  good  or  valid. 

That  in  accordance  with  the  above  mentioned  custom, 
the  plaintiff,  on  or  about  the  13th  day  of  December,  1866, 
sent  the  check  to  the  clearing  house,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
then  and  there  credited  and  the  defendant  debited  with  the 
same.  That  the  defendant,  on  the  6th  of  Marchy  1867, 
returned  the  check  through  the  clearing  house  to  the  plain- 
•tiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  a  forgery,  in  violation 
of  the  rules  prescribed  by  the  association  and  of  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  thereupon  defendant  was  credited 
mnd  the  plaintiff  debited  with  the  amount  of  the  check,  on 
the  books  of 'the  clearing  house  association.  Whereupon 
plaintiff  immediately  brought  this  suit  to  recover  the  amount 
from  the  defendant. 

Raymond  &  Coursen,  for  defendant  and  appellant 
CoNVERS  &  Lyman,  for  plaintiff  and  respondent 

By  the  courtj  Van  Vorst,  J.  The  drawee  of  a  check  or 
bill  of  exchange  is  presumed  to  know  the  handwriting  of  the 
drawer  and  the  genuineness  of  the  signatures  to  the  paper; 
and  having  paid  the  same,  although  it  should  afterwards  be 
discovered  that  the  name  of  the  drawer  was  forged,  he  can- 
not recover  back  the  money  from  the  party  to  whom  it  was 
paid. 

This  was  determined  quite  early,  in  Price  agt.  Neal  (3 
Burr  J  1354).  In  that  case,  two  forged  bills  were  drawn, 
upon  the  plaintiff.  Notice  of  the  first  bill  was  left  at  the 
plaintiff^s  house  on  the  day  it  became  due.  Plaintiff  sent 
his  servant  to  call  on  the  defendant  to  pay  it,  which  was 
done.  The  other  bill  the  plaintiff  accepted  and  paid  at 
maturity.  On  discovering  the  forgery,  plaintiff  brought  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  to  recover  back  the 
amount  paid.  The  court  held  that  the  action  would  not  lie. 
Lord  Mansfield  said  it  was  iucumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
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be  satisfied  that  the  bill  drawn  upon  him  was  the  drawer's 
hand;  before  he  accepted  or  paid  it^  but  that  it  was  not 
incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  inquire  into  it. 

If  the  holder  was  at  all  implicated  in  the  forgery,  the 
action  would  lie  against  him.  {Bank  of  Commerce  agt.  Union 
BanJc,  3  Comst.  230.)  In  this  last  case,  the  Bank  of  Com- 
merce was  allowed  to  recover  back  the  amount  of  a  forged 
bill  which  it  had  paid  to  the  Union  Bank,  but  the  recovery 
was  justified  on  the  ground  that  the  forgery  was  not  in  coun- 
terfeiting the  name  of  the  drawer,  "  but  in  altering  the  body 
of  the  biU;^^  there  being  no  presumption  that  the  body  of  (lie 
bin  is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  drawer,  or  in  any  hand- 
writing known  to  the  drawee,  and  it  is  unreasonable  to 
require  of  him  knowledge  of  the  handwriting  of  any  part  of 
the  bill,  except  the  signature  of  the  drawer. 

The  case  first  above  cited  charges  the  loss  of  the  drawee 
to  his  own  negligence,  in  accepting  or  paying  a  bill  which 
he  should  have  known  to  be  a  forgery.  The  last  case  does 
not  question,  but  in  terms  affirms,  the  principle  announced 
in  Price  agt.  Neal, 

The  check  in  this  case  appears  to  have  come  regularly  to 
the  plaintiff,  in  the  course  of  business,  from  its  dealers,  and 
under  no  circumstances  to  excite  suspicion  or  make  inquiries 
necessary.  The  check  went  to  the  clearing  house,  and  was 
there,  in  an  adjustment  of  the  checks  and  accounts  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  pursuance  of  the  rules  of  this  body, 
credited  to  plaintiff  and  charged  to  defendant.  As  the  usage 
of  the  clearing  house  is  not  to  pass  upon  the  genuineness  of 
the  paper  which  passes  through  it,  the  act  of  debiting  the 
defendant  with  the  amount  of  the  check  should  not  charge 
the  defendant  with  having  adopted  or  accepted  the  check. 
But  the  check  went  from  the  clearing  house  to  the  defend- 
ant's bank,  and  was  there  received,  and  its  being  charged  to 
it  at  the  clearing  house  was  acquiesced  in  by  the  defendant. 
It  does  not  appear  how  soon  the  defendant  ascertained  the 
•torgery,  but  it  appears  that  it  held  on  to  the  check  for  sev- 
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eral  months,  and  then,  ^4n  violation  of  the  rules  prescribed 
hj  the  association  and  of  the  rights  of  plaintiff,''  returned 
same  to  the  clearing  house,  and  caused  it  there  to  be  debited 
to  the  plaintiff  and  credited  to  itself.  The  plaintiff  at  once 
*  repudiated  this  debiting  of  the  check  to  its  account,  and  of 
the  return  of  the  check,  by  bringing  this  action.  If  the 
defendant  can  in  this  way,  and  by  the  instnimentality  of  the 
clearing  house,  and  against  its  rules,  succeed  in  getting  back 
money  which  it  had  previously  paid  on  a  forged  check,  it 
may  do  indirectly  what  it  cannot  do  directly.  It  is  quite 
clear  that,  if  the  defendant  had  sued  the  plaintiff  for  the 
money  as  soon  as  the  forgery  was  discovered,  it  would  have 
fkiled  in  the  action.  The  fact  that  the  Bank  of  the  Com- 
monwealth is  plaintiff,  rather  than  defendant,  cannot  change 
the  absolute  rights  of  the  parties. 

The  payment  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  return  of  the  check 
to  it,  was  not  voluntary,  it  was  forced  by  the  action  of  the 
dearing  house.  This  action  is  equitable  in  its  nature.  The 
question  really  is  upon  whom  the  loss  should  fall,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case.  I  think  the  defendant  should 
bear  the  loss. 

Judgment  afiirmed. 


•  ♦• 


COURT  OF  APPEAUS. 

Francis  S.  Coghlan,  respondent  agt.  William  B.  Dikshore, 
President  of  the  Adams  Express  Company,  appellant. 

Where  Beveral  distinct  propoaitions  are  niled  by  a  JadgOi  and  a  tingU  exertion  taken 
to  them,  it  follows  Uiati  if  any  one  of  the  piopositionB  can  be  maintained,  the 
exception  ie  not  well  taken. 

An  exprett  company  that  agrees  to  take  a  promissocy  note  to  collect,  and  if  not  paid 
on  presentation  at  the  proper  place,  to  have  it  protetUd,  bat  neglects  to  caose  it 
to  be  protested,  are  liable  for  the  amount  of  the  note,  where  there  is  no  snffieieDt 
eyideuce  of  a  waiver  of  notice  of  non-payment,  and  notice  of  protest  by  the 
indorsers,  who  are  discharged,  and  it  appears  that  the  maker  is  insolvtnt 
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This  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  defendant 
the  amount  of  a  promissory  note^  as  damages  charged  to  have 
been  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  alleged 
omission  of  the  Adams  Express  Company  to  cause  the  said 
note  to  be  presented  for  pa}maent,  and  to  be  protested  at 
New  Orleans,  according  to  contract. 

On  the  trial  the  plaintiff  proved  that,  upon  the  6th  of 
April,  1861,  he  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  promissory  note, 
made  by  one  G.  M.  Nichols,  payable  to  the  order  of  Saltus 
So  Co.,  and  indorsed  by  them  and  one  Anna  Saltus,  for  nine- 
teen hundred  and  twenty-two  dollars  and  thirty-four  cents, 
payable  ten  months  after  date,  at  the  office  of  Payne  &  Har- 
rison, in  New  Orleans. 

On  that  day  he  gave  the  said  note  to  the  Adams  Express 
Company  for  collection,  and  ordered  that  it  should  be  pro- 
tested, if  not  paid.  He  at  the  same  time  took  a  receipt  from 
the  defendant,  setting  forth  the  contract.  The  note  was 
subsequently  brought  to  the  plaintiff*  by  some  person  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendant,  who  asked  him  to  take  the  note 
and  give  a  receipt  for  it.  This  the  plaintiff  refused  to  do,  on 
the  ground  that  it  did  not  appear  to  have  been  protested. 
No  certificate  of  protest  was  attached  to  the  note. 

The  plaintiff  afterwards  called  at  the  office  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  had  some  conversation  with  the  person  in  charge, 
who  said  that  he  did  not  know  anything  about  it,  but  pro- 
mised to  write  and  inquire  why  the  note  had  not  been  pro- 
tested. The  plaintiff  never  heard  further  from  the  defendant 
upon  the  subject 

On  this  statement  the  plaintiff  rested  his  case. 

A  motion  was  made  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was  denied. 

It  was  proved,  on  behalf  of .  the  defendant,  that  Nichols, 
the  maker  of  the  note,  resided  at  Shreveport,  La.,  and  gave 
the  note  to  Saltus  &  Co.,  for  the  purchase  of  iron.  That  he 
was  here  in  April,  1861,  but  did  not  return  to  his  place  of 
business,  in  consequence  of  the  political  troubles  which  pre- 
VoL.  XXXV.  27 
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vailed  at  that  time.  He  made  an  arrangement  at  this  time 
with  Saltus  &  Co.^  by  which  he  was  to  pay  them  one  thoa- 
sand  dollars  upon  this  note,  and  they  agreed  to  protect  the 
note  and  extend  the  time  of  payment  of  the  balance.  This 
they  failed  to  do.  It  was  agreed,  notwithstanding  this 
arrangement,  that  the  note  should  be  protested. 

John  H.  Reynolds,  for  appellant. 
Wm.  Allen  Butler,  for  respondent 

FuLLERTON,  J.  The  nonsuit  in  this,  case  was  properly 
denied.  When  the  plaintiff  rested,  he  had  proved  the  con- 
tract by  which  the  defendant  had  received  the  note  for  col- 
lection and  agreed,  if  it  were  not  paid  on  presentation,  to 
have  the  same  protested,  and  he  had  further  given  some  testi- 
mony tending  to  prove  that  this  contract  had  not  been  per- 
formed. 

It  appeared  that,  when  the  note  was  returned  to  th^  plain- 
tiff by  the  Adams  Express  Company,  no  certificate  of  pro- 
test was  attached  to  it,  and  the  plaintiff  refused  to  receive  it 
for  that  reason.  It  was  not  then  pretended,  by  the  person 
having  the  principal  charge  of  the  affairs  of  the  company, 
that  the  note  had  been  protested,  and  he  promised  the 
plaintiff  that  he  would  write  and  inquire  tchy  it  had  not  been 
done. 

The  plaintiff  never  heard  from  the  company,  or  any  of  its 
officers,  after  that  interview.     . 

Upon  this  evidence,  the  jury  could  properly  have  found 
that  the  note  had  not  been  protested,  in  compliance  with  the 
defendant's  contract,  and  it  would  not  have  been  proper  to 
have  taken  the  case  from  them. 

After  the  close  of  the  testimony,  the  court  ruled : 

1.  That  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  did  not 
amount  to  proof  of  waiver  of  notice  of  non-payment,  and 
notice  of  protest  by  Saltus  &  Co.,  the  indorsers  of  said  note. 

2.  That  such  evidence  was  not  sufficient,  as  between  the 
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plaintiff  and  the  defendant^  to  discharge  the  express  company 
from  -the  performance  of  their  agreement. 

3.  That  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
of  any  waiver  of  notice  of  non-payment,  or  notice  of  protest, 
on  the  part  of  Anna  Saltus,  one  of  the  indorsers  of  the  note. 

To  th^se  three  distinct  propositions  the  defendant  took  a 
single  exception,  and  it  follows  that,  if  any  one  of  the  propo- 
sitions can  be  maintained,  the  exception  is  not  well  taken. 
(Day  agt.  Roth^  IS  If.  Y.  R.  448;  WincheU  agt.  HickSy  Id. 
558 ;  Haggart  agt.  Morgan^  5  j^.  Y.  R.  4J2 ;  Hunt  agt. 
Mayhee,  7  Id.  266.)  The  last  of  the  three  propositions  was 
undisputedly  correct.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  in  the 
case  tending  to  show  tliat  Anna  Saltus  ever  waived  her 
rights  as  indorser  of  the  note. 

Whatever  may  have  transpired  between  the  maker  and 
the  other  indorsers,  affecting  the  rights  df  the  latter,  it  is  not 
pretended  that  Mrs.  Saltus  ever  participated  in  or  had  any 
knowledge  of  it.  She  was  therefore  entirely  unaffected  by 
the  agreement  by  which  it  is  claimed  the  other  indorsers 
waived  notice  of  protest.  Consequently,  the  judge  ruled 
correctly  as  to  that  part  of  the  case,  and  the  exception  does 
not  bring  the  other  propositions  under  consideration. 

Neither  was  there  error  in  the  refusal  to  charge  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover,  unless  the  jury  should  believe 
that  the  maker  of  the  note  was  insolvent. 

The  evidence  touching  the  maker's  pecuniary  condition 
was  given  by  himself,  and  he  frankly  confessed  that  he  had 
no  means  to  pay  his  debts  at  that  time,  nor  had  he  been  able 
to  pay  this  note  in  money  at  any  time  since  its  maturity. 

The  particulars  he  gave  of  his  condition,  all  went  to  show 
that  he  was  insolvent. 

There  was  no  dispute  about  these  .facts  sworn  to  touiflfciay^"^  ~->^ 
his  liability  to  pay  his  debts,  and  there  was  no.^m»rMtt  ^ 
refusing  to  submit  the  question  to  the  jury.  J  '/ 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs.      / ii.l  U    >  f  •  •'  mJ 

All  concur.    Affirmed.  { 

I.  J  h 


\ 


* 

j 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

In  the  Matter  of  the  Application  of  the  Union  Village  and 
JoHNSONViLLE  RAILROAD  COMPANY  to  take  lands  of  Nathan 
G.  Akin. 

In  appraising  landt  to  be  taken  for  a  railroad^  under  the  statote,  the  commiHio&en 
are  not  aathorized  to  increase  the  amount  of  compensation  which  they  have  iizsd 
as  the  fall  valne  of  the  land,  by  aliowinfl^  wiuequaUial  damoffet,  based  apon  the 
poesibilitj,  or  even  probability,  that  the  particular  business  in  which  the  owner 
was  engfl^gfed  might  be  injared.  and  his  property  (a  flax  mill)  decrease  in  Talae,  in 
conseqaence  of  danger  to  be  apprehended  from  fire  emitted  frt>m  the  engines  used 
by  the'  company  in  running  their  road. 

Albany  General  Termy  Marchy  1868.  ' 

Before  Ingalls,  Hogeboom  and  Peckham,  JusHces. 
This  is  an  appeal  by  Nathan  G.  Akin  from  the  order  of 
the  special  term,  confirming  the  report  of  *  commissionen 
awarding  to  him  damages  for  land  taken  hj  the  railroad 
company  for  the  purpose  of  laying  its  track. 

I.  G.  Thompson  and  M.  I.  Townsend,  for  appeUanL 
D.  A.  Boies,  for  respondent. 

By  the  courty  Ingalls,  J.  About  four  acres  of  the  appel- 
lant's land  was  taken,  and  the  commissioners  awarded  him 
SI, 500.  The  only  question  raised  upon  this  appeal  is, 
whether  the  commissioners  should  have  increased  the  above 
amount  by  allowing  consequential  damages,  based  upon  the 
possibility,  or  even  probability,  that  the  particular  business 
iu  which  Akin  was  engaged  might  be  injured,  and  his  pro- 
perty decreased  in  value,  in  consequence  of  danger  to  be 
apprehended  from  fire  emitted  from  engines  used  by  the 
company  in  running  their  road.  It  is  quite  obvious  that  the 
commissioners,  in  their  estimate,  have  considerably  exceeded 
the  actual  value  of  the  land  for  purely  agricultural  purposes, 
as  their  allowance  amounts  to  about  $400  per  acre.  The 
statute  which  prescribes  the  course  to  be  pursued  by  com- 
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missionerS;  in  assessing  damages^  is  as  follows :  ^^Ascertain 
and  detennine  the  compensation  which  ought  justly  to  be 
made  by  the  company  to  the  owners  or  persons  interested  in 
the  real  estate  appraised  by  them ;  and  in  fixing  the  amount 
of  such  compensation,  such  commissioners  shall  not  make 
any  allowance  or  determination  on  account  of  any  real  or 
supposed  benefit  which  the  parties  in  interest  may  derive 
from  the  construction  of  the  proposed  railroad,  or  the  pro- 
posed improvement  connected  with  such  road,  for  which 
such  real  estate  may  be  taken.''  {Rev.  Stat  5th  ed,  vol.  2,  p. 
674,  §  16.) 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  authorities  citod  by  the 
counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
commissionere  committed  no  error  in  their  determination,  by 
excluding  such  consequential  damages,  and  the  following 
cases  sustain  their  assessment:    Albany  Northern  Railroad 
Co.  agt.  Lansing  J 16  Barh.  68;  Canandaigua  and  N.  Railroad 
Co.  agt.  FaynCy  Id.  273 ;  Troy  and  Boston  Railroad  Co.  agt. 
Lee^  13  Barh.  169.      These  decisions  have  been  too  long 
acquiesced  in,  as  sound  expositions  of  the  law  upon  this  ques 
tion,  to  be  disturbed  without  very  substantial  reason  therefor. 
And  we  conclude  that  the  case  at  bar  does  not  present  fea- 
tures which  should  induce  this  court  to  interfere  with  the 
principle  settled  by  the  cases  above  referred  to.  or  which 
distinguish  this  case  from  those  cited.     No  rule,  however 
wise  and  just  in  its  general  application,  is  without  excep- 
tions, wherein  it  operates  harshly,  and  possibly  the  case  at 
bar  furnishes  an  illustration.     It  is  quite  obvious  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  the  advantages  which  would  be  pro- 
duced by  the  establishment  of  a  railroad  should  compensate, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  for  the  disadvantages  consequent 
thereupon ;  for  it  is  expressly  provided  that  such  advantages 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  to  reduce  the  damages  to 
which  the  owner  of  the  land  is  entitled. 

9 

The  appellant  has  upon  his  land  a  flax  miUy  whicli  he 
claims  will  be  endangered  by  fire,  and  thereby  rendered  less 
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valuable.  Now,  in  order  to  determine  the  damages  which 
Akin  would  be  likely  to  suffer  in  consequence  of  an  interfer- 
ence with  such  business,  it  would  involve  the  inquiry  whether 
or  not  that  particular  business  was  likely  to  be  permanent 
and  profitable,  which  at  best  could  only  be  conjectural  and 
unsatisfactory,  and  furnish  no  reliable  basis  for  an  appraisal 
of  damages.  It  is  clear  that  the  legislature  could  not  have 
intended  that  any  such  uncertain  criterion  should  be  adopted. 
It  is  not  certain  tl^at  the  appellant's  buildings  would  be  set 
on  fire  by  the  running  of  the  engines  of  the  company^  and 
if  not,  then  no  damages  would  accrue  to  appellant.  But  if 
fire  was  occasioned  thereby,  through  the  negligence  of  the 
company,  it  would  be  liable  to  respond  in  damages. 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  commissioners  adopted 
the  proper  rule  in  determining  the  compensation  to  which 
the  appellant  was  entitled,  and  that  the*  order  of  the  special 
term  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 


♦  »•■ 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

John  Radway  and  others,  appellants  agt.  Jesbhiah  Bbigos 
and  Nathaniel  Briqqs,  respondents. 

The  leesees  of  the  wharfiufe  of  a  pablic  pier  from  the  corporation  of  the  citj  of  New 
York,  where  in  the  lease  is  assigned  the  wharfage  which  shall  or  may  arise  or 
accrae  during  the  time  covered  by  the  lease,  the  leseees  agreeing*  to  keep  the 
premises  in  repair,  are  liable  for  an  injury  arising  during  the  lease,  by  which  & 
horse  is  backed  off  the  pier  nnd  drowned,  in  oonseqnence  of  neglect  to  keep  the 
string  pieces  thefeon  in  proper  repair. 

It  was  error  for  the  court  below  to  fumtuit  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  ground  that  they  had 
not  shown  that  the  defendants  (the  lessees)  were  in  possession,  under  their  lease, 
of  the  premises  in  question,  at  the  time  of  the  injury. 

The  naked  right  to  collect  wharfage,  which  was  aU  that  the  defendant*  possessed  m 
this  case,  is  incorporeal  in  its  nature,  and  is  incapable  of  any  other  or  different 
possession  than  grows  out  of  the  right  itself,  and  is  incident  thereto,  and  which 
attached  by  force  of  the  agreement  which  originated  it  immediately  on  its  exeoo* 
tion  and  delivery. 

The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to  the  exclusive  physical  posmsaion  of  the  pier 
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b  J  the  terms  of  their  lease ;  neither  was  it  in  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  grant 
it  to  them.  A  pablic  pier  is  a  part  of  the  public  highway,  and  must  be  devoted 
to  the  public  use.  # 

September  Term,  1867, 

Appeal  from  the  common  pleas  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  plaintiffs  brought  their  action  to  recover  the  value  of 
a  horse  and  cart  and  a  load  of  merchandise.  On  th^  trial 
they  proved  that,  in  March,  1858,  their  carman  drove  upon 
one  of  the  public  piers,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  with  a  load 
of  merchandise,  t©  deliver  it  on  board  of  a  steamer  lying 
there.  That  whilst  there  the  horse  became  unmanageable, 
backed  into  the  river,  and  was  drowned.  They  also  proved 
that  the  string  piece  on  the  westerly  side  of  the  pier  (the 
side  on  which  the  horse  backed  off)  wa3  in  an  unsafe  condi- 
tion, being  not  more  than  two  inches  above  the  surface  of  the 
pier. 

They  further  proved  a  lease  from  the  corporation  of  the 
city  of  New  York  to  the  defendants,  bearing  date  March  4th, 
1855,  which  j&rst  recited  that  the  corporation  was  the  owner 
of  several  wharves,  slips,  piers  or  bulkheads  in  said  city,  and 
entitled  to  coUect  and  receive  the  wharfage  and  slippage 
thereof,  and  had  agreed  to  sell  and  assign  their  right  to  the 
collection  of  wharfage  at  some  of  them  to  the  defendants  for 
the  term  of  five  years  from  the  Jst  day  of  May  then  ensuing. 
This  instrument  then  proceeded  to  convey  to  the  defendants, 
^^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the  wharfage  which 
shall  or  may  arise,  accrue  or  become  due  between  May  1st, 
1855,  and  May  Ist,  1860,  for  the  use  or  occupation,  by  ves- 
sels of  more  than  five  tons  burden,  of  any  of  the  wharves, 
slips,  piers  or  bulkheads  belonging  to  said  parties  of  the  first 
part,  in  the  East  river,  or  of,  in  or  to  which  they  are  enti- 
tled, to  receive  and  collect  the  wharfage  and  slippage  thereof, 
at  the  west  side  of  Pier  No.  12,  and  the  bulkhead  adjoining 
the  foot  of  Old  Slip,  excepting  all  such  docks,,  wharves,  piers 
and  slips  as  are  otherwise  leased  by  said  parties  of  the  first 
*part^  or  used  for  feny  purposes."  The  defendants  covenanted 
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'Muriog  the  continuance  of  said  lease;  to  keep  the  said 
wharves,  piers  or  bulkhead!  in  good  repair,  at  their  own 
proper  cost  and  charge,  and  surrender  the  same  at  the  expi- 
ration of  said  term^  in  as  good  condition  as  they  are  at  the 
time  they  take  possession  thereof,  the  natural  wear  and  decay 
excepted.'^ 

The/  also  covenanted  that,  during  the  same  period,  they 
would  ^^  keep  the  wharves  in  good  condition  and  safe  and 
proper  repair,  including  especially  the  string  pieces^  and  other 
superficial  portions  thereof,  for  safe  usage/^  &c.,  &c. 

They  also  covenanted  that  they  would,  ^^on  the  last  day 
of  the  terra  demised,  or  other  sooner  determination  thereof, 
surrender  and  yield  up  the  said  rights  and  privilegeiS  hereby 
demised,  with  all  and  lingular  the  rights,  members,  privileges 
and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging  into  the  hands  and  pos- 
session of  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  without  fraud  or  delay." 
The  defendants  agreed  further,  on  their  part,  that  no  demand 
should  be  made  nor  any  compensation  i^eceived  for  the  occu- 
pation of  the  top  or  surface  of  any  of  the  public  wharves  or 
piers,  for  any  purpose  whatever. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintifiii'  evidence,  the  defendants' 
counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint,  on  the  ground  that' 
the  plaintiffs  had  not  shown  that  the  defendants  were  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises  in  question  at  the  time  of  the  occur- 
rence ;  and  the  court  granted  the  motion. 

The  general  term  affirmed  the  judgment,  and  the  plaintiffi 
appealed  to  this  court. 

Charles  N.  Black,  for  appellants. 
Benedict,  Burr  &  Benedict,  for  respondents. 

FuLLERTON,  J.  It  was  not  necessary  for  the  plaintife  to 
prove  that  the  defendants  were  in  the  actual  possession  of 
the  pier,  to  entitle  them  to  recover  in  this  case. 

They  were  not  entitled  to  the  exclusive  possession,  by  the 
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terms  of  their  lease;  neither  was  it  in  the  power  of  the  cor- 
poration to  grant  it  to  them. 

A  public  pier  is  a  part  of  the  public  highway^  and  must 
be  devoted  to  the  public  use.  The  exclusive  use  of  a  public 
pier  may  be  granted  by  the  common  council  of  the  city  of 
New  York,  to  vessels  engaged  in  commerce,  or  for  commer- 
cial purposes  {Davie^  Laws^  '7^^);  l^^t  not  to  individuals,  for 
private  purposes,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  public.  It  has  been 
suggested,  too,  that  this  must  be  done  by  the  city,  in  its 
legislative  capacity,  and  not  by  mere,  contract  through  its 
officers.  {The  Mayor  agt.  RkCy  4  E.  D.  Smithy  609.)  By 
various  statutes  of  this  state,  authority  is  given  to  the  own- 
ers of  private  wharves  or  piers,  and  to  the  corporation,  as  to 
public  piers,  to  collect  wharfage  and  slippage  from  vessels 
that  occupy  them,  the  rates  being  fixed  by  law. 

The  accident  in  this  case  occurred  on  one  of  the  public 
piers  of  the  city  of  New  York,  for  the  use  of  which  the  city 
had  the  right  to  collect  wharfage,  being  charged,  of  course, 
with  the  correlative  duty  of  keeping  it  in  repair.  The  legal 
effect  of  the  instrument  given  in  evidence  on  the  trial  was  to 
subrogate  the  defendants  to  the  place  of  the  corporation, 
investing  them  with  all  the  rights  and  subjecting  them  to  all 
the  duties  of  that  body,  as  the  owner  of  a  public  pier. 

This  will  appear  plain,  when  reference  is  made  to  the 
terms  of  the  instrument.  It  sells  and  assigns  the  wharfage 
which  shall  or  may  arise  or  accrue  during  the  time  covered 
by  the  lease,  the  lessees  agreeing  to  keep  the  premises  in 
repair. 

But  it  does  not  purport  to  give  possession  of  the  property; 
en  the  contrary,  the  lessees  were  required  to  covenant  that 
'^no  demand  should  be  made  nor  any  compensation  received 
for  the  occupation  of  the  top  or  surface  of  such  wharves  or 
piers,  for  any  purpose  whatever." 

The  defendants  in  this  case,  therefore,  had  no  other  fight 
in  or  to  the  use  or  possession  of  the  property  not  enjoyed  by 
every  other  citizen  in  common  with  them,  except  the  right 
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to  collect  the  wharfage  to  which  their  agreement  entitled 
theni;  and  the  right  to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  making 
repairs,  in  compUance  with  their  covenant. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  fact  that  the  lessees  covenanted 
'^  to  surrender  the  piers,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time,  in  as 
good  condition  rs  they  were  at  the  time  they  took  possession 
thereof.^^ 

But  these  were  not  apt  terms  to  express  the  real  meaning 
of  the  parties.  This  language  was  used  in  connection  with 
and  is  a  part  of  the  covenant  to  keep  in  repair,  and  was 
designed  to  express  the  condition  which  the  property  should 
be  in  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  rather  than  to  define  the 
tenure  by  which  the  defendants  held  it. 

This  is  rendered  the  more  apparent  when  we  refer  to 
another  clause,  at  the  close  of  the  instrument,  where  the  les^ 
sees  covenant  to  '^surrender  and  yield  up  the  rights  andprivir 
leges  demised.'' 

The  naked  right  to  collect  wharfage  (which  was  all  that 
the  defendants  possessed)  is  incorporeal  in  its  nature,  and  is 
incapable  of  any  other  or  different  possession  than  grows  out 
of  the  right  it.self,  and  is  incidental  thereto,  and  which 
attached, -by  force  of  the  agreement  which  originated  it, 
immediately  on  its  execution  and  delivery,  {East  Haven  agt. 
Hemingway^  1  Conn,  186,  203.) 

When,  therefore,  the  plaintiffs  were  nonsuited  on  the 
ground  that  thby  had  not  shown  that  the  defendants  were  in 
possession  of  the  premises  under  their  lease,  the  court  over- 
looked the  distinction  between  the  bare  right  to  collect 
wharfage  and  the  actual  physical  possession  of  the  premises 
in  connection  with  which  the  right  was  exercised. 

If  a  turnpike  company  should  sell  and  assign  the  toUs 
which  it  had  a  right  to  receive,  the  assignee  agreeing  to  keep 
the  road  bed  in  repair,  in  an  action  against  such  assignee^  for 
damages  growing  out  of  his  neglect  to  perform  his  duty,  it 
would  not  be  pretended  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove 
that  he  had  entered  into  possession  of  the  highway. 
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It  was  necessary,  however,  to  prove  that  the  defendants 
accepted  the  grant,  in  order  to  make  them  liable  for  the 
plaintiffs'  loss;  this  being  quite  a  different  thing  from  the 
question  of  the  possession  of  the  premises.  But  that  accept- 
ance was  proved  by  the  introduction  of  the  lease;  for  it  was 
signed  by  the  defendants  themselves. 

Even  if  that  had  not  been  the  case,  the  acceptance  would 
have  been  presumed,  upon  the  principle  that  a  man  is  pre- 
sumed to  accept  that  which  is  a  benefit.     {Camp  agt.  Campy 

5  Conn.  291 ;   Doe  agt.  Marston,  3  Wend.  149;   Bailey  agt. 
Culverwellj  8  Bar.  &  Ores.  448 ;  Toumson  agt.  TickeUy  3  Bar. 

6  Aid.  31.) 

Having  accepted  the  grafit,.the  defendants  were  bound  to 
keep  the  premises  in  repair.  The  damage  which  the  plain- 
tiffs sustained  was  caused  by  their  neglect,  and  they  are  lia- 
ble for  it.  The  city  exercised  due  care  on  its  part,  when  it 
required  the  defendants  to  keep  the  premises  "in  good  con- 
dition and  safe  and  proper  repair,  including  especially  the 
siring  pieces.^^ 

And  this  the  defendants  failed  to  do. 

It  was  the  want  of  a  safe  and  proper  string  piece  that 
caused  the  accident,  and  the  defendants  are  clearly  liable 
{Burton  agt.  Barclay ,  5  M.  d^  Payne^  785;  Mayor  of  Albany 
agt.  Cunliffj  2  Com.  165;  Henley  agt.  The  Mayor  ofl^me,  3 
B.  &  A.  17)  Brett  agt.  Cumberland^  Cro.  Jac.  399,  521 ;  4 
Cush.  277.) 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered 

All  concur  except  Hunt  and  Bockes,  Judges,  not  voting. 

Reversed. 
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SUPREME  COURT. 

The  People  op  the  State  of  New  York  agt.  The  Central 

Crrr  Bakk. 

Where  an  objection  is  made  to  an  wrdtr  to  thaw  oncfe,  that  it  was  not  made  at  a  rt^ 
larly  adjourned  special  term,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  the  order  was  made  at  a 
term  irregularly  held. 

Where  the  oonrt  has  been  regolarly  convened,  it  continues  open  till  actually 
adjoomed ;  an  order  for  its  continuance  is  not  essential ;  and  an  order  made  by  the 
court  that  it  should  so  continue,  is  not  necessary  to  be  entered  with  the  clerk ;  and 
if  it  was,  it  could  be  entered  nwuf  pro  tuncy  in  order  to  sustain  otherwise  regular 
proceedings  had  under  the  order. . 

Where  an  order  is  properly  granted  by  the  court  in  an  action  or  proceeding,  the  delay 
or  omission  of  a  clerk  to  make  actual  and  speedy  entry  of  it  in  the  minutes  of  the 
court— as  it  is  his  duty,  without  any  special  directions  to  that  effect — cannot  be 
allowed  to  prejudice  the  substantial  rights  of  parties. 

An  order  to  thow  cause  issued  against  a  hank  is  properly  served  upon  its  vice-pre^ 
dentf  especially  where  it  appears  that  he  is  also  a  directoTf  which  perhaps  might 
be  presumed  from  his  oifioe  of  vice-president 

Where  two  receivers^  appointed  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  an  insolvent  bank,  are 
appointed  on  the  same  day^  and  both  claiming  the  assets  of  the  bank  and  the  right 
to  act,  one  of  them  being  in  actual  possession,  the  court,  on  the  application  of  the 
other  receiver  for  the  removal  of  the  one  in  possession,  and  for  possession,  mutt 
legaxd  it  as  a  question  of  legal  priartty^  and  of  course  must  take  notice  of  ih»  frac- 
tions of  ike  day  upon  which  such  appointments  were  made. 

The  mere  preparaiion  and  verification  of  papers  for  an  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  &o.,  cannot  determine  the  question  of  priority. 

Where  one  of  the  two  applications  for  ±e  appointment  of  a  receiver — ^both  made  on 
the  same  day,  before  different  justices,  in  different  judicial  districts— obtained  the 
first  judicial  action  by  service  of  papers^  of  the  first  granting  the  order,  of  the  first 
perfecting  of  the  appointment,  by  the  execution,  approval  and  filing  of  the  required 
lond,  it  took  precedence  of  the  other,  notwithstanding  the  latter  receiver  first  took 
actual  possession  of  the  property  and  assets  of  the  bank. 

The  provisions  of  .the  Revised  Statutes  (2  JR.  ^9.461),  entitled  "  Of  proceedings  against 
corporations,  in  equity,''  are  not  repealed  or  abolished  by  chapter  226  of  the  laws 
of  1849  [Sees.  Laws  1849,  p.  340),  entitled,  "An  act  to  enforce  the  responsibility  of 
stockholders  in  certain  banking  corporations  and  associations,  as  prescribed  by  the 
constitution,  and  to  provide  for  the  prompt  payment  of  demands  against  such  cor* 
porations  and  associations." 

llierefore,  under  the  Revised  Statutes,  proceedings  may  still  be  instituted  by  the 
people,  through  their  attorney  general,  for  the  dissolution  of  a  moneyed  corpora- 
tion and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  wind  up  its  afiairs.  This  valuable  right 
was  not  intended  to  be  in  any  wise  impaired  by  the  act  of  1849.  So  far  as  this 
question  is  concerned,  they  do  not  necessarily  oonfiict,  and  may  well  stand 
together. 

Albany  General  Temtj  Marchj  1867. 
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Before  Peckham,  MttJjEr  and  Hogeboom^  Justices. 
Appeal,  by  plaintiffs  from  order  at  special  term,  refasing 
attachment  and  other  relief. 

J.  H.  Mabtikbale,  attorney  general^  for  plaintiffsj  ajopel^ 

lants. 
Daniel  Pratt  and  Lyman  Tremain,  for  defendants^ 

respo7idents. 

By  the  courtj  Hogeboom,  J.  The  plaintiffs  moved  at 
special  term,  in  the  third  district  (where  the  venue  was  laid), 
for  an  order  against  Charles  B.  Sedgwick,  Esq.,  of  Syracuse, 
to  show  cause  why  the  custody  of  the  assets  of  said  bank  is 
withheld  from  L.  "Harris  Hiscock,  the  receiver  appointed 
therein  by  Justice  Peckham,  why  an  attachment  should  not 
issue  against  him  the  said  Sedgwick,  why  he  should  not  be 
punished  for  his  alleged  misconduct,  and  why  the  order  (of 
Justice  Foster)  appointing  him  the  said  Sedgwick  receiver 
should  not  be  vacated. 

The  motion  is  mad^  upon  all  the  papers  in  the  case,  and 
it  is  necessary  to  look  into  most  of  them  to  determine  the 
merits  of  the  application.  The  Central  City  Bank  suspended 
payment  on  Saturday,  the  29th  day  of  December,  1866. 
Upon  a  petition  of  the  attorney  general,  accompanying 
papers  stating  that  fact  and  the  insolvency  of  the  bank,  veri- 
fied on  the  31st  day  of  December,  1866,  Justice  Peckham, 
at  special  term,  granted  an  order  for  the  defendant  to  show 
cause  on  that  day,  at  11  o'clock  A.  M.,  why  the  business  of 
said  corporation  should  not  be  closed  and  a  receiver 
appointed.  This  order,  together  with  the  summons  and 
complaint,  were  personally  served  upon  Hon.  Ee  Roy  Mor- 
gan, the  vice-president,  and  a  director  of  said  bank,  on  said 
31st  day  of  December,  at  about  10\  o'clock  A.  M.  At  the 
time  appointed  for  showing  cause,  the  plaintiff^  appeared  by 
counsel,  and  the  defendant  did  not  appear.  .  An  order  was 
thereupon  granted  at  special  term,  by  Justice  Peckham,  that 
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the  said  Central  City  Bank  be  and  the  sanie  was  thereby 
dissolved,  and  restraining  the  bank  and  its  officers  from  exer- 
cising any  of  its  corporate  functions,  and  from  receiving  or 
disposing  of  any  of  its  effects,  except  to  the  receiver,  and 
appointing  L.  Harris  Hiscock,  on  filing  a  proper  bond,  duly 
approved  (describing  same),  receiver  of  the  bank,  with  the 
usual  powers  in  closing  up  the  affairs  of  the  bank  and  mak- 
ing final  settlement  of  the  same.  This  order  was  filed  with 
the  clerk  at  about  11:36  A.  M.  of  the  31st  of  December,  and 
on  the  same  day,  at  about  the  same  hour,  the  required  bond, 
duly  approved,  was  filed  with  the  clerk.  Mr.  Hiscock,  learn- 
ing that  Mr.  Sedgwick  was  in  possession  of  the  assets  of  the 
bank,  called  upon  him,  on  the  3d  day  of  January,  1S67, 
exhibiting  to  him  the  order  appointing  him  receiver,  and 
demanded  of  him  possession  of  said  assets,  with  which  demand 
said  Sedgwick  refused  to  comply.  Thereupon  the  proceed- 
ings before  referred  to  were  instituted,  to  compel  such  com- 
pliance and  to  punish  him  for  contempt,  which  resulted  in 
the  order  at  special  term,  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken. 

The  ground  upon  which  said  Sedgwick  refused  compli- 
ance with  said  order,  and  declined  to  deliver  said  assets,  was 
that  as  he  claimed  he  himself  was  the  lawful  receiver  of  the 
bank^  and  entitled  to  hold  and  administer  its  assets.  On  the 
29th  day  of  December,  1866  (the  day  on  which  the  bank 
suspended  pa3maent),  George -Barnes,  the  cashier  of  the  insti- 
tution, initiated  proceedings  under  the  act  of  1849,  to 
obtain  an  injunction  against  the  baiik  and  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver;  that  is,  he  employed  counsel  and  verified  a 
petition  on  that  day  for  such  purpose.  Upon  this  petition. 
Justice  Foster,  on  the  31st  day  of  December,  1866,  at 
chambers,  and  as  early  as  11  o'clock  of  that  day,  granted  an 
order  that  said  bank,  on  the  same  day,  at  4  o'clock  P.  M., 
show  cause  why  it  should  not  be  declared  insolvent,  and  why 
an  injunction  should  not  issue  and  a  receiver  be  appointed. 
These  papers  were  soon  thereafter  duly  served  upon  Oliver 
F.  Burt,  the  president  of  the  bank  (as  by  said  order  required/. 
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on  said  Slst  day  of  December.  At  the  time  appointed  the 
parties  appeared^  and  Justice  Foster,  at  chambers,  made 
an  order  declaring  the  bank  insolvent,  awarding  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  further  exercise  of  its  functions,  and  appoint- 
ing the  said  Charles  B.  Sedgwick  receiver  of  the  bank,  on 
his  executing  and  filing  with  the  clerk  a  bond,  with  sureties, 
duly  approved  (as  specified  in  said  order).  On  the  same  day, 
the  requisite  bond,  duly  approved,  was  executed  and  filed 
with  the  clerk  of  Onondaga;  and  thereupon,  also  on  the  same 
day,  said  Sedgwick,  as  such  receiver,  demanded  and  received 
from  Oliver  F.  Burt,  the  president,  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty and  assets  of  the  institution,  which  he  still  retains. 

The  proceedings  under  which  the  respective  parties  acted 
in  obtaining  the  appointment  of  their  respective  receivers, 
considered  without  reference  to  each  other  or  to  the  validity 
of  the  statute  under  which  they  were  respectively  had, 
appear  to  have  been  regular,  or,  at  least,  not  invalid.  Some 
objections,  partly  of  a  technical  character,  are  taken  by  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff's  proceedings,  on  the  question 
of  regularity,  but  I  think  they  have  not  a  suflScient  founda- 
tion to  invalidate  the  proceedings.  Thus,  in  regard  to  the 
orders  made  by  Justice  Peckham,  1st,  the  order  to  show 
cause,  and  2d,  the  order  appointing  a  receiver,  it  is  sai(J  they 
are  invalid,  because  not  shown  to  have  been  made  at  a  regu- 
larly adjourned  special  term,  and  not  to  have  been  actually 
entered  by  the  clerk.  As  to  the  first  objection,  I  think  the 
answer  is,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  they  were  made  at  a 
term  irregularly  held.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the 
special  term  in  question  was  not  the  continuance  of  a  term 
regularly  held  by  the  justice,  and  held  open  by  him  for  the 
transaction  of  further  business,  at  his  chambers  or  elsewhere. 
The  court  having  been  regularly  convened,  continues  open 
till  actually  adjourned.  An  order  for  its  continuance  is  not 
essential ;  and  an  order  made  by  the  court,  that  it  should  so 
continue,  is  not  necessary  to  be  entered  with  the  clerk.  If 
it  is  so,  I  think  when  actually  made  by  the  court  (which  is 
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the  act  which  gives  it  vitality),  it  is  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to 
enter  it,  or  if  accidentally  omitted,  it  may  be  entered  by  him 
nunc  pro  tunc^  and  would  even  now,  if  necessary,  be  ordered 
to  be  entered,  to  sustain  proceedings  had  under  it  otherwise 
regular.  If  Justice  Peckham's  special  term  was  of  this  char- 
acter, ,as  we  may  presume,  there  is  nothing  to  impeach  their 
validity  in  the  respect  just  specified.  As  to  the  second 
objection,  that  the  orders  were  not  entered  by  the  clerk,  as 
I  have  just  said,  they  were  the  orders  of  the  court,  approved 
by  the  seal  of  the  justice,  and  must  be  entered.  If  not 
entered  immediately,  as  is  ot  course  more  appropriate, 
they  may  be  entered  afterwards.  It  is  the  clerk's  duty  to 
enter  them,  without  any  special  directions  to  that  effect,  and 
they  may  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunCy  when  accidentally  omit- 
ted, and  when  necessary  to  sustain  proceedings  had  in  good 
faith,  and  otherwise  unexceptionable.  The  delay  or  omis- 
sion of  a  clerk  to  make  actual  and  speedy  entry  of  the  order 
in  the  minutes,  cannot  be  allowed  to  prejudice  the  substan- 
tial rights  of  parties. 

Again,  it  is  said  that  the  order  to  show  cause  was  not 
properly  served,  and  that  no  proper  evidence  of  service  was 
furnished  to  the  court  or  incorporated  in  the  order.  The 
order  was  served  on  the  vice-president,  and  I  think  he  was  a 
proper  person  on  whom  to  serve.  It  now  appears  that  he 
was  also  a  director,  and  I  rather  think  that  would  be  pre- 
sumed from  his  ofBce  of  vice-president.  Although  the  evi- 
dence of  such  service  is  not  recited  in  the  order  appointing 
the  receiver,  I  think  we  may  presume  that  the  evidence  of  it 
was  presented  to  the  court  before  it  allowed  them  to  take  an 
order  on  the  non-appearance  of  the  defendant,  which  was 
directed  to  be  served  on  the  defendant. 

It  is  supposed  that,  as  both  of  these  receivers  were  appointed 
on  the  same  day,  and  Sedgwick  has  possession  of  the  assets, 
the  court  will  not  inquire  into  the  fractions  of  a  day  to  dis- 
place his  possession.  But  it  is  a  question  of  actual  priority, 
which,  I  think;  we  are  bound  to  settle,  and  that  when  par- 
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ties  stand  upon  their  legal  rights,  in  a  matter  in  which,  in 
themselves  considered,  both  are  unexceptionable  men,  if  we 
can  fairly  determine  the  question  of  legal  priority,  the  ends 
of  justice  require  that  it  should  be  carried  into  execution. 

These  preliminaries  disposed  of,  two  questions  remain :  1. 
Were  the  Revised  Statutes  in  operation,  so  as  to  justify  the 
proceedings  taken  by  the  attorney  general!  2.  If  so,  which 
party  had  the  legal  priority,  of  right  to  the  possession  of  the 
assets t 

We  will  consider  the  latter  question  first. 

Although  the  petition  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
was  first  prepared  and  verified  in  the  case  pending  before 
Justice  FosTEB,  yet  the  first  judicial  action  was  taken  in  the 
case  pending  before  Justice  Peckham,  both,  however,  being 
on  the  same  day.  The  precise  hour  does  not  appear,  further 
than  that  Judge  Peckham's  order  was  served  about  half  an 
hour  before  Judge  Fosteb's  order  was  granted.  All  the  sub- 
sequent judicial  proceedings  necessary  to  perfect  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  had  before  Justice  Peckham,  preceded 
those  before  Justice  Foster.  Justice  Peckham's  order  to 
show  cause  was  returnable  at  11  A.  M.,  and  his  order  for  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver,  as  granted,  was  filed  with  the 
derk  about  11:35  A.  M.,  together  with  the  bond  of  the 
receiver,  duly  executed  and  approved.  Justice  Foster's 
order  to  show  cause  was  not  returnable  till  4  o'clock  P.  M., 
and  it  was  at  or  after  that  hour  that  it  was  made,  the  bond 
filed,  and  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Sedgwick  perfected.  On 
the  same  day  Sedgwick  obtained  possession  of  the  assets. 
The  mere  preparation  and  verification  of  the  papers  cannot 
determine  the  question  of  priority;  and  whether  it  be  deter- 
mined  by  the  question  of  first  judicial  action,  of  first  service 
of  papers,  of  the  first  granting  of  the  order  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  receiver,  or  the  first  perfecting  of  the  appoint- 
ment, by  the  execution,  approval  and  filing  of  the  required 
bond,  the  proceedings  had  before  Justice  Peckham  take  pre- 
cedence. One  of  these  latter  questions  must,  I  think,  deter- 
Yoii.  XXXV.  28 
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mine  it ;  for  the  mere  fact  that  Sedgwick  first  obtained  the 
actual  poasesflion  of  the  assets  cannot  settle  the  questicm  of 
legal  right. 

The  defendants  claim  that  the  provisions  of  the  Berised 
Statutes^  entitled  ^^Of  proceedings  against  corporations^  in 
equity"  (2  E.  8.  464,  465),  under  which  the  plaintifis  evi- 
dently proceeded  in  this  case,  are  abolished  by  chapter  226 
of  the  laws  of  1849  {page  340),  under  which  the  proceedings 
were  instituted  which  resulted  in  the  appointment  of  Mr. 
Sedgwick.  There  is  no  express  repeal ;  and  if  there  be  any 
repeal,  it  must  be  a  repeal  by  implication,  resulting  from  the 
inconsistency  of  the  two  statutes,  or  from  the  evident  intent 
of  the  legislature  to  substitute  the  latter  proceedings  in  tiie 
{dace  of  the  former.  The  first  four  sections  relate  to  the  lia« 
bility  of  stockholders,  and  have  no  connection  with  this  sub- 
ject. Sections  5  and  6  provide  for  the  speedy  enforcement 
of  claims  against  the  bank  by  suit,  judgment  and  execution, 
and  on  the  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied,  for  an  ord« 
declaring  the  insolvency  of  the  co^ration.  Sections  7,  8 
and  9  provide  for  an  application  for  an  order  of  the  same 
kind  by  a  creditor  having  a  demand  exceeding  $100,  after 
the  lapse  of  ten  days  after  demand  of  payment  of  such  claim 
and  refusal  to  pay,  and  for  a  temporary  injunction,  and  also 
ultimately,  after  a  hearing,  for  an  injunction  restraining  the 
exercise  of  its  corporate  rights,  and  for  a  receiver.  Section 
10  (under  which  the  defendant's  proceedings  were  tak^n) 
provides  for  an  application  for  an  order  declaring  the  corpo^ 
ration  insolvent,  or  in  imminent  danger  of  insolvency,  by  any 
one  or  more  stockholders,  to  the  amount  of  one-tenth  of  the 
capital  of  the  bank,  and  also  for  a  temporary  and  final 
injunction  and  a  reeeiver^  as  specified  in  section  9.  Section 
12  defines  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  receiver,  and  all  the 
subsequent  sections  of  the  act  appear  only  to  contain  provi* 
sions  for  the  speedy  and  effectual  execntion  of  his  trust,  and 
for  the  prevention  of  delays  in  the  enforcement  of  demands 
against  corporations. 
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This  act,  it  is  plain,  does  not  cover  a  large  number  of 
cases  in  which  courts  of  equity  have  exercised  jurisdiction 
over  corporations,  many  of  which  are  recited  in  the  title  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  heretofore  quoted,  and  among  others, 
several  of  the  cases  specified  in  sections  89,  40,  41,  of  that 
title  (2  JR.  8.  464),  by  which,  in  the  event  of  the  insolvency 
of  a  corporation,  its  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  its 
act  of  incorporation,  or  of  any  other  act  binding  on  such  cor- 
peration,  a  court  of  equity  may,  upon  the  application  of  the 
aUomeg  general  in  behalf  of  the  state,  issue  an  injunction 
restraining  the  corporation  from  the  exercise  of  its  corporate 
powers,  and  from  the  collection  of  its  debts,  and  from  the- 
disposition  of  its  property,  and  may  also,  in  any  stage  of  the 
proceedings^  appoint  one  or  more  receivers  to  take  charge  of 
the  property  and  effects  of  such  corporation. 

I  think  it  could  not  have  been  intended  by  the  act  of  1849 
to  repeal  these  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  so  far  as 
respecte  the  people  of  the  state.  The  act  of  1849  does  not 
provide  for  them,  otherwise  than  as  they  might  happen  to  be 
creditors  of  the  corporation.  It  is  emphatically  the  right  of 
fhe  people,  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  to  enforce  strict 
observance  of  the  obligations  imposed  by  law  and  by  their 
charters,  not  the  least  important  of  which  is  the  obligation 
to  pay  their  debts  on  demand,  and  on  default  of  such  observ- 
ance to  institute  proceedings  through  their  attorney  general 
for  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation  and  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  to  wind  up  its  affairs.  I  cannot  believe  this 
valuable  right  was  intended  to  be  in  any  wise  impaired  by 
the  act  of  1849.  So  far  as  this  question  is  concerned,  they 
do  not  necessarily  conflict,  and  may  well  stand  together. 
The  convention  of  judges  of  the  first  and  second  districts,' 
which  met  in  October,  1857,  under  peculiar  circumstances, 
and  under  the  pressure  of  a  very  just  and  laudable  desire  to' 
sustain  the  banks  in  the  pecuniary  crisis  of  that  period,  pro-l  * 
nounced  no  opinion  inconsistent  with  the  maintenance  of 
this  action.     They  say:     "In  all  cases  in  which  the  act  of 
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1849  is  applicable,  it  is  deemed  to  supersede  the  provisions 
of  the  Revised  Statutes.''    {Livingston  agt.  The  Bank  of  New 
Torky  5  Ahb.  343.)     The  language  is  guarded;  and  I  think 
leaves  the  Revised  Statutes  to  operate  in  a  case  like  the  pre- 
sent.    Nor  does  Justice  Allbn,  in  the  case  of  Ferry  agt.  The 
Bank  of  Central  New  York  (15  How.  450),  decide  the  ques- 
tion adversely  to  the  views  now  presented.  On  the  contrary, 
he  sayS;  ^'I  am  aware  that  the  policy  of  the  law  does  not 
favor  the  repeal  of  statutes  by  implication^  and  that  ordi- 
narily there  must  be  a  clear  repugnance  between  the  two 
statutes  before  the  latter  will  be  held  to  operate  as  a  repeal 
of  the  former,  in  the  absence  of  a  repeal  in  terms,  and  that 
courts  hold  against  the  repeal  when  both  can  stand  together. 
These  two  statutes  cannot  be  said  to  be  so  re^nignani  to  each 
other  that  they  cannot  in  many  things  stand  together J^      *      * 
''The  question  is  one  of  too  much  importance  to  be  hastily 
decided  at  special  term,  unless  necessary  to  the  determination 
of  a  pending  matter;  and  as  I  do  not  deem  it  essential  to 
pass  upon  it  upon  this  motion,  I  will  not  further  consider  it." 
It  will  be  noted  that  the  case  of  Ferry  was  the  case  of  a 
stockholder  of  the  bank,  and  was  not  therefore  like  the  pre- 
sent case. 

As  the  residt  of  these  considerations,  I  think  that  the 
order  of  the  special  term,  which  continues  the  injunction, 
should  be  reversed. 

Something  is  said  in  the  papers  about  the  comparative  fit- 
ness of  these  two  persons  for  the  office  of  receiver,  their  com- 
parative leisure  for  that  purpose,  and  the  comparative  extent 
in  which  they  represent  the  wishes  of  a  majority  of  the 
stockholders.  But  I  discover  no  reason  for  any  just  criticism 
upon  either  of  them  as  to  their  personal  fitness  or  business 
capacity.  If  any  objection  really  exists  on  that  score,  there 
can  be  no  reason  why  an  application  for  his  removal,  and 
'  having  that  object  directly  in  view,  may  not  be  hereafter 
made. 
It  is  further  said  that  it  is  inadmissible  in  this  collateral 
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way  to  attack  the  proceedings  before  Justice  Foster.  We 
do  not  propose  to  take  any  jurisdiction  of  those  proceedings; 
but,  pending  before  us,  in  an  application  originating  in  this 
district,  a  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver,  and  as  to  the  priority  of  his  title  to  the  assets  of  the 
bank,  compared  with  that  of  a  receiver  appointed  elsewhere, 
we  cannot  decline  to  decide  the  question  necessarily  involved. 
Nor  should  Mr.  Sedgwick  be  punished  for  contumacy,  or  for 
a  disobedience  of  the  order  of  the  court.  He  appears  to  have 
acted  in  good  faith,  and  had  the  authority  of  an  order  of  the 
.court,  which  he  was  probably  entitled  to  regard  ^  valid 
until  pronounced  othe'rwise,  on  the  question  of  priority,  by  a 
competent  tribunal.  That  decision  being  now  pronounced, 
it  will  be  his  duty  to  obey  it  and  deliver  over  the  assets  to 
Mr.  Hiscock,  the  receiver  first  appointed.  I  see  no  other 
course  to  pursue.  These  receivers  cannofc  with  propriety 
both  act.  They  are  appointed  under  distinct  and  independ- 
ent proceedings,  and  by  the  terms  of  their  appointment  each 
has  entire  control  of  all  the  assets  of  the  bank.  The  title  of 
the  one  is  necessarily  exclusive  of  that  of  the  other,  and  the 
question  of  priority  must  be  determined  as  a  legal  right. 

I  think  the  proper  order  to  be  entered  is,  that  the  order 
of  the  special  term  be  reversed ;  that  L.  Harris  Hiscock  be 
declared  the  lawful  receiver  of  the  property  and  assets  of  the 
Central  City  Bank,  and  entitled  to  their  custody  and  posses- 
sion ;  that  Charles  B.  Sedgwick,  Esq.,  deliver  over  the  same 
on  demand  to  said  Hiscock,  so  far  as  they  are  in  the  posses- 
sion or  under  the  control  of  said  Sedgwick,  and  that  in  the 
event  of  his  neglect  or  refusal  to  do  90,  said  Hiscock  have 
leave  to  apply  at  special  term  for  the  proper  enforcement  of 
this  order. 

Miller,  J.,  concurred. 

Peckham,  J.,  expressed  no  opinion. 
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The  rapreme  court  has  do  power  to  grant  an  wJvmeHim  order  in  one  action,  staying 
proceedings  in  another  action  pending  in  the  tame  eonrt ;  nor  in  another  court 
having  taXk  jnriidietioii  over  (he  tahleot  matter. 

New  York  General  Termj  April,  1868. 

Before  iNaBAHAM,  Cardozo  and  Barnard,  Justices, 

This  appeal  is  taken  from  an  order  made  the  19th  of 
Karchy  1868,  by  Justice  Barnard,  appointing  a  receiver. 
.  The  action  was  commenced  originally  against  some  of  the 
defendants;  afterwards,  on  the  14th  of  March,  1868,  an 
order  to  show  cause  was  granted,  returnable  forthwith,  why 
a  supplemental  complaint  should  not  be  filed,  and  why  a 
receiver  should  not  be  appointed  of  the  proceeds  of  fifty 
thousand  shares  of  stock,  &c*  These  papers  were  served  on 
Mr.  Skidmore,  one  of  the  defendants,  and  a  director  of  the 
Erie  Railway  Company,  in  court,  and  the  motion  was  imme- 
diately brought  on,  and  no  one  appearing  to  oppose^  was 
granted,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed. 

Previous  to  the  hearing  of  this  motion,  a  suit  had  been 
commenced  in  another  district,  upon  which  an  injunction 
was  obtained  restraining  among  others,  this  plaintifiT  fix)m 
proceeding  with  his  action,  and  from  obtaining  any  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  therein.  This  injunction  was  served  on 
Schell  on  the  18th  of  March,  as  appears  by  the  affidavit. 

On  the  16th  of  March,  1868,  an  order  was  made  by  Mr. 
Justice  Barnard,  founded  on  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Clrbxb, 
requiring  the  Erie  Railway  Company  to  show  cause  on  the 
19th  of  March,  before  him,  why  the  appointment  of  the  14th 
of  March  should  not  then  be  perfected,  and  a  further  order 
made  as  to  the  receiver,  and  why  the  order  of  JiwHr^i  nrosRKS 
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Bkould  not  be  vacated.  Upon  the  return  of  this  order,  the 
order  of  19th  of  March  was  made  deciding  that  the  order  of 
Justice  Clerkb  should  not  be  held  to  stay  the  plaintiflh' 
proceedings ;  that  the  motion  to  vacate  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver  be  denied,  and  that  the  stay  of  proceedings  in  the 
order  of  Justice  Clebke  should  be  vacated.  He  also  gave 
the  plaintiff  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  complaint;  ordered 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  made  other  provisions  as 
to '  security  and  accounting.  From  this  order  defendants 
appealed  to  the  general  term. 

John  E.  BubsIll,  D.  D.  Field^  James  T.  Brady,  for 

appellants. 
Charles  A*  Rafallo,  Charles  CConor,  for  respot^ 

dents. 

Ingraham,  J.  The  view  I  entertain  of  the  proceedings 
in  this  case  renders  an  examination  of  the  merits  unnecessary 
on  this  appeal. 

The  first  order  of  the  14th  March  does  not  appear  to  be 
relied  on  for  sustaining  the  appointment  of  the  receiver.  It 
was  made  in  court  on  an  order  issued  there  and  served  on  a 
durector  in  court,  who  was  at  that  time  in  the  custody  of  the 
sheriff,  and  who  could  not  therefore  have  the  opportunity  to 
confer  with  the  officers  of  the  company,  or  prepare  the 
necessary  papers,  or  adopt  any  measures  to  show  cause 
against  the  application.  Such  a  service  cannot  be  consid- 
ered a  proper  service  upon  the  company.  When  the  law 
provides  for  serving  papers  on  any  officer  of  a  company,  it 
must  intend  that  a  reasonable  time  shall  be  allowed  such 
officer  to  place  the  papers  in  the  possession  of  those  whose 
doty  it  is  to  protect  the  company  fi^m  the  measures  intend- 
ed to  be  taken  against  it.  Without  such  time  it  is  evident 
that  any  company  may  be  deprived  of  its  rights  and  prop- 
erty. 

I  do  not  itean  to  deny  that  a  j  udge.  may  not  in  a  proper  caae 
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make  an  order  returnable  before  bim  forthwith,  when  the  par- 
ties are  before  him  and  can  be  then  served,  but  under  ordin- 
ary circumstances  such  a  course  of  proceeding  is  not  desir- 
able. 

This  order,  however,  was  not  relied  on,  and  the  order  of 
the  16th  March  appears  to  have  been  made  for  the  purpose 
of  perfecting  the  appointment  of  the  receiver  then  made.  On 
the  returu  to  this  order,  the  order  appealed  from  was  made.  No 
objection  is  made  to  want  of  notice  on  this  last  motion,  and  the 
only  oifficulty  in  the  way  of  sustaining  it  is  the  order  of  Mr. 
Justice  Clbrke  in  the  case  of  the  Erie  Compantf  and  Whit' 
ney  ag^.  VanderbiU  and  others. 

This  order  stayed  the  plaintiffs'  proceedings,  and  if  not 
properly  vacated  all  such  proceedings  were  irregular  and 
.  should  be  set  aside.  The  order  of  Justice  Babnabd  to  show 
cause  why  the  stay  of  proceedings  should  not  be  vacated, 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  justify  him  in  vacating  such 
stay  if  the  action  had  been  in  this  district,  but  there  lb  noth- 
ing in  that  order  ^hich  warranted  the  portion  of  the  order 
of  the  19th  March,  which  denied  the  motion  founded  on  the. 
order  to  show  cause  granted  by  Mr.  Justice  Clbbke.  No 
Such  object  was  contemplated  by  the  order  to  show  cause 
of  16th  March,  but  a  mere  modification  of  the  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings therein  contained. 

The  great  difficulty,  however,  lies  in  the  fact  that  the 

action  in  which  that  injunction  was  granted  was  brought  in 
the  seventh  district.  In  all  actions  triable  in  any  other  dis- 
trict than  the  first,  the  judges  of  this  district  have  no  autho- 
rity to  hear  motions  within  the  first  district.  The  four  hun- 
dred and  first  section  of  the  Code,  subdivision  four,  provides 
that  ^^  motions  upon  notice  must  be  made  within  the  district 
in  which  the  action  is  triable,  or  in  a  county  adjoining ;  and 
no  motion  upon  notice  can  be  made  in  the  first  judicial  dis- 
trict in  an  action  triable  elsewhere."  This  section  forbids 
the  hearing  of  any  such  motion  in  this  district  in  an  action 
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pending  in  the  seventh  district^  and  would  make  the  decision 
on  that  order  a  nullity. 

Two  grounds  are  relied  on  to  take  this  out  of  the  above 
provision.  One  is^  that  the  order  of  Justice  Clerke,  staying 
the  plaintifis'  proceeding,  may  be  disregarded  by  the  court 
when  the  case  was  before  them,  and  the  other  that  such  an 
order  staying  proceedings  in  another  action  pending  in  the 
same  court  is  irregular  and  without  any  force.  I  think 
neither  ground  is  sufficient.  The  court  may  disregard 
such  an  order  if,  on  hearing  a  cause,  it  should  see  fit  to  do 
so,  although,  as  between  judges  of  the  same  court,  such  a 
course  of  proceeding  is  not  desirable.  But  the  party  to  the 
suit  is  enjoined,  and  not  the  court.  Such  party  has  no  right 
to  apply  for  any  order  while  the  injunction  is  in  force,  except 
to  vacate  it,  and  the  power  to  vac^e  it  did  not  rest  with  a 
judge  in  the  first  district.  He  stills  remains  subject  to  its 
restraint,  and  any  application  by  him  in  violation  of  it  makes 
his  proceeding  irregular.  Such  injunction  acts  not  upon 
the  court  but  on  the  party.  {New  York  and  New  Haven 
JlaUroad  Company  agt  Schuyler y  17  How.  Pr.  B^^p.  464.) 

Even  if  erroneously  granted  the  injunction  should  be 
obeyed  until  vacated.  {People  agt.  Sturtevant,  6  Selden  263 ; 
Moat  agt.  Holbein^  2  Edw.  188;  Peck  agt.  York^  32  How. 
Pr.  B.  408.)  It  is  also  suggested  that  it  was  irregular  in 
Judge  Clebke  to  stay  proceedings  in  another  action  in  the 
same  court.  Whether  it  be  so  or  not,  is  not  necessary  for 
me  to  decide.  The  experience  in  this  litigation  shows  that 
it  does  not  tend  to  a  due  administration  of  justice.  There 
would  have  been  no  difficulty  at  first  for  the  defendants  to 
do  as  they  did  on  this  motion  now  under  consideration,  to 
have  appealed  from  the  first  order  that  was  made,  and  ob- 
tained a  stay  in  the  meanwhile.  Such  a  course  would  have 
protected  all  the  parties,  and  avoided  much  of  the  confusion 
which  has  arisen  fi'om  conflicting  orders  obtained  from  differ- 
ent judges  in  the  same  court. 

This  order  having  been  made  while  the  injunction  was  in 
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fall  force  in  the  actioo  brought  hy  Whitney,  and  that  in]ano- 
tion  still  remaining  in  force,  made  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit,  in  applying  for  a  receiver,  irregular,  and  the  order 
abould  on  that  account  be  reversed. 

By  the  eourt^  Cabdozo,  J.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Ingraham  concedes  that  ^^the  only  difficulty  in  the  way  of 
sustaining''  the  order  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Barnard,  on  the 
19th  of  March,  'Ms  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Clbrke,  in  the 
case  of  The  Erie  EaUway  Company  and  Whitney  agt.  Fcm- 
hilt^  dtc.;^  and  therefore,  although  I  have  considered  the 
whole  case,  it  will  only  be  necessary  for  me  to  express  my 
views  upon  this  one  matter,  to  show  that,  in  my  judgment, 
the  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  order  of  Judge  Clbrke  was  abso- 
lutely void,  and,  consequently,  that  anybody  might  lawfully 
disregard  it. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  brought  his  action  in  this  court 
against  the  Erie  Railway  Company  and  others,  and  obtained 
an  injunction  from  Mr.  Justice  Barnaru,  in  this  district. 
After  various  proceedings  in  the  action,  the  Erie  Railway 
Company  and  Whitney  bring  a  suit  against  Mr.  Schell  and 
others,  laying  the  venue  in  Steuben  county,  and  obtained 
f^om  Mr.  Justice  Clerke,  of  this  district,  an  injunction 
stopping  the  cause  of  the  plaintiff,  restrainii!ig  the  clerk  of 
the  court  from  entering  an  order  made  by  one  of  the  judges, 
and  not  only  forbidding  the  prosecution  of  this  and  other 
suits  by  this  plaintiff  and  others  named,  but  directing  that 
any  other  person  who  might  thereafter  bring  an  action  of  the 
like  nature,  or  intended  to  accomplish  the  object  sought  to 
be  obtained  by  this  suit  should,  upon  notice  of  that  order  of 
injunction,  desist  and  refrain  from  further  prosecuting  the 
same.  An  injunction  which,  whether  considered  with  refer- 
ence to  the  singularity  and  extent  of  its  provisions,  or  the 
circumstance  of  it  being  issued  by  a  judge  of  this  district,  in 
an  action  triable  in  Steuben  county,  I  venture  to  assert  has 
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no  precedent  in  the  books.  1  do  not  stop  to  inquire  why 
those  who  wished  to  bring  an  action  in  Steuben  county  were 
not  told  to  go  to  that  district  for  any  preliminapy  order,  instead 
of  haying  it  granted  to  them  by  a  justice  of  this  district. 
Certainly  that  would  have  been  the  ordinary  course,  it  hav- 
ing hitherto  been  considered  that  the  justices  in  this  district 
had  quite  enough  occupationwitbout  interfering  in  suits  tri- 
able in  other  districts;  and  a  departure  from  the  general 
practice  might  reasonably  provoke  remark  and  inquiries, 
which,  however,  I  do  not  deem  it  right  or  worth  while  to 
pursue.  The  real  question  is,  was  that  injunction  a  valid 
exercise  of  judicial  power,  or  was  it  a  void  act.  No  such 
jurisdiction  was  exercised  by  the  court  of  chancery  in  this 
state,  in  respect  to  a  cause  pending  in  that  court.  This 
question  was  pointedly  presented  and  determined  in  two 
cases :  Smith  agt.  American  IAJb  Insurance  and  Trust  Gon^ 
pany  {Clarice  Ch.  B.  p.  307);  Lane  agt  Clarice  {Id.  309). 

In  laying  down  the  rule  that  an  iqjunction  would  not  be 
granted  by  the  court  of  chancery  to  stay  a  suit  in  that  court. 
Vice  Chancellor  Whiitleset,  in  the  case  first  above  men- 
tioned, said :  ^'  If  a  contrary  rule  should  be  adopted,  it  would 
be  difficult  in  some  cases  to  foresee  any  tem)ination  to  litiga- 
tion;'»  Bn  apprehension  which  the  present  extraordinary  pro- 
ceedings  show  was  very  w-eU  founded. 

The  vice  chancellor  further  said,  and  I  cite  it  to  show  how 
unnecessary  the  course  pursued  in  this  case  was,  and-  how 
simple  the  proper  procedure  would  have  been:  "This  rule 
vnll  not  work  any  injury.  A  party,  privy  or  even  a  stranger 
to  the  pending  suit,  is  not  without  redress.  He  may  apply 
by  petition  in  the  original  cause,  for  such  an  order  as  the 
case  made  by  his  petition  will  entitle  him  to.''  Again,  in 
Lane  agt.  Clarke  {supra)y  the  vice  chancellor  said:  "Pro- 
ceedings in  this  court  will  not  be  restrained  by  inj  unction 
issuing  out  of  this  court  upon  a  new  bill,  whether  filed  by  a 
party  privy  or  stranger  to  the  old  bill.  The  only  mode  is  to 
apply  by  petition  for  an  order.'' 
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.  The  juriadiction  of  the  court  of  chancery  to  restrain  pro- 
ceedings in  other  coarts^  actings  of  course,  upon  the  parties 
to  the  litigation,  and  not  the  courts,  is  undoubted ;  but  that  - 
is  a  very  different  thing  from  enjoining  the  parties  from  pro- 
secuting the  suit  in  the  court  of  chancery  itself.  Such  an 
absurdity  as,  in  etkct,  to  enjoit^  itself,  the  cases  above  cited 
show  that  the  court  of  chancery  in  this  state  would  not 
commit. 

The  question  of  the  jurisdiction  of  one  court  to  enjoin 
proceedings  pending  in  another  arose  in  the  superior  court 
of  this  city,  after  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1 846,  in 
the  case  of  Or  ant  agt.  Quick  (5  Sand.  S,  C.  R.  p.  612). 
Judge  DuER  said:  ^^The  only  ground  upon  which  the  court 
of  chancery  formerly  acted  in  granting  an  injunction  in  cases 
like  the  present  was  the  inability  of  the  court  of  law  in 
which  a  suit  was  pending  to  grant  the  necessary  relief;  but . 
as,  since  the  Code,  the  jurisdiction  of  all  our  courts  is  equita- 
ble as  well  as  legal,  or  more  properly,  as  the  distinction 
between  legal  and  equitable,  except  in  reference  to  the 
nature  of  the  relief  demanded,  is  now  abolished,  the  reasons 
by  the  exercise  of  a  power  alwajrs  invidious,  and  frequently 
abused,  could  alone  be  justified,  have  ceased  to  exist,  and 
haye  left  a  case  to  which  the  maxim  emphatically  applies, 
^*ce$sante  rationed  cessat  etiam  lex^  He  proceeds  to  show 
that  the  court  of  common  pleas,  in  which  the  action  sought 
to  be  enjoined  was  pending,  had  complete  power  to  give 
relief  to  the  parties,  and  then  says:  "The  previous  jurisdic- 
tion which  that  court  has' acquired  I  have  no  right  and  will 
not  attempt  to  disturb.''  This  case  decides  that  the  neces- 
sity for  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  enjoin  a  suit  in  another 
court  having  ceased,  the  law — ^the  jurisdiction — ^to  do  so  also 
ceased.  And  that  case  was  communicated  by  Judge  Duer 
to  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  first  district,  the 
judges  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  and  to  the  judges  of 
the  superior  court,  at  a  consultation  held  by  all  of  them,  and 
unanimously  approved.     It  will  be  di£Scult  for  the  courts 
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thus  concarring  to  maintain  that  jurisdiction  exists  any  longer 
in  one  court  to  enjoin  the  proceedings  in  a  suit  in  another 
court  having  full  power  to  hear  and  determine  the  whole 
litigation,  and  to  protect  the  rights  of  all  parties  connected 
with  it. 

This  really  disposes  of  the  present  case ;  for  there  can  be 
no  pretence  that  the  supreme  court,  from  the  moment  Mr. 
Schell'^  suit  was  commenced,  had  not  full  jurisdiction,  and 
indeed  it  is  that  very  jurisdiction  which  is  sought  to  be 
invoked  by  the  parties  who  obtained  the  injunction  from 
Judge  Clebke. 

The  constitution  of  1646,  designing  to  blend  legal  and 
equitable  remedies  within  one  jurisdiction,  abolished  the  court 
of  chancery  and  created  one  court,  termed  the  supreme  court, 
having  general  jurisdiction  at  law  and  inequity;  consist- 
ing of  many  judges,  but  all  constituting  but  one  court;  and 
when  either  judge  acts  judicially  the  court  acts.  In  that 
court  Mr.  Schell  brought  his  suit  against  the  Erie  Bailway 
Company  and  others,  and  an  injunction  which  should  prevent 
his  appearing  at  the  bar  of  the  only  tribunal  to  which  he 
could  apply  for  relief,  would  be,  as  it  was  aptly  termed  by 
the  distinguished  counsel  for  the  respondents,  '^a  monster  in 
jurisprudence.''  Everybody  interested  could,  on  motion, 
have  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit  made  by  Mr.  Schell,  and 
all  the  relief  that  any  one  was  entitled  to  could  have  thus 
been  obtained. 

The  theory  that  by  bringing  another  suit,  and  simply  lay- 
mg  the  venue  in  a  different  county,  the  court  coidd  be 
divided  up  so  as  to  enable  one  branch  of  it  to  enjoin  suitors 
from  proceeding  in  another  branch  of  it,  is  entirely  inconsist- 
ent with  the  existence  of  but  one  court  which  the  constitu- 
tion created.  That  court,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  has 
no  power  to  enjoin  a  suitor  in  it  from  asking  to  be  heard, 
and  every  attempt  to  do  so  is  simply  and  only  void. 

The  idea  that  a  cause,  by  such  manoeuvres  as  have  been 
resorted  to  here,  can  be  vnthdrawn  from  one  judge  of  this 
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court  and  taken  possession  of  by  another;  that  thus  one 
judge  01  the  same  and  no  other  power  can  practically  pre- 
vent ihis  associate  from  exercfsing  his  judicial  functions;  that 
thus  a  case  may  be  taken  from  judge  to  judge,  whenever 
one  of  the  parties  fears  that  an  unfavorable  decision  is  about 
to  be  rendered  by  the  judge  who  up  to  that  time  had  sat  in 
the  cause;  and  that  thus  a  decision  of  a  suit  may  be  con- 
stantly, indefinitely  postponed,  at  the  will  of  one  of  the  liti- 
gants, only  deserves  to  be  noticed  as  being  a  curiosity  in 
legal  tactics,  a  remarkable  exhibition  of  inventive  genius  and 
fertility  of  expedients  to  embarrass  a  suit,  which  •  this  extra- 
ordinarily conducted  Htigation  has  developed. 

For  these,  among  other  reasons,  I  think  the  injunction  <^ 
Mr.  Justice  Cl£rke  absolutely  void,  and  no  impediment  to 
the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Barnard. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  remark  of  the  eminent  senior 
counsel  for  the  appellants,  that  *Hhe  due  order  of  judicial 
proceedings  is  involved.^  I  really  think  it  is.  No  one  who' 
reviews  the  proceedings  in  this  litigation  can  fail  to  see  that, 
unless  the  view  I  have  taken  of  the  question  be  sound, 
almost  endless  litigation  and  inextricable  confusion  may  be 
created  in  nearly  every  case  of  any  importance;  and  above 
all,  that  if  judges  of  the  same  court,  instead  of  leaving  each 
case  to  its  'Mue  order  of  proceedings,''  shall  countenance 
efforts  to  circumvent  and  defeat  the  orders  and  decisions  of 
each  other,  the  court  itself  will  soon  justly  forfeit  the  confi- 
dence of  the  public,  fall  into  disrepute,  and  its  usefulness  be 
seriously  impaired,  if  not  wholly  destroyed.  Such  a  practice 
as  that  disclosed  by  this  litigation,  of  judges  sanctioning 
attempts  to  counteract  the  orders  of  each  other  in  the  pro- 
gress of  a  suit,  I  confess,  is  new  and  shocking  to  me.  It  had 
no  existence  in  the  practice  of  the  court  of  which  I  was 
recently  a  member,  where  the  judges  are  not  only  gentle- 
men, having  confidence  in  each  other — never  ascribing 
improper  motives  in  judicial  action  to  either  of  their  associ- 
ates, and  never  permitting  any  one  to  impute  such  to  eitbei* 
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before  the  other^-^but  are  acrupulously  careful  that  tfae  con-< 
duct  of  every  legal  proceeding  shall  be  '^dae  and  orderly ;'' 
and  I  trust  that  we  have  seen  the  last,  in  this  high  tribunal, 
of  such  practice  as  this  case  has  exhibited. 

No  apprehension^  real  or  fancied,  that  any  judge  is  about, 
either  innocently  or  willfully,  to  do  a  wrong,  can  palliate, 
much  less  justify  it.  For  any  such  wrong  there  are  abun- 
dant noieans  of  redress,  and  to  those,  unaided  by  judges  in 
such  artifices  as  have  been  attempted  in  these  proceedings, 
everybody  should  be  left  to  resort. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

Barnard,  P.  J.,  concurred. 


•  ♦• 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

William  Buswell,  appellant,  agt.  Horace  J.  PomEBB, 

respondent. 

Parol  eoidenee  ia  admissible  to  contradict  or  ezplaio  a  receipt  of  payment  given  bj  a 
partj  for  goods  or  property  sold:  Thas,  "received  payment  bj  note,  three 
months,"  and  "received  payment  of  M.  K.  St  Co.'s  note>  four  montlis.'' 

Snch  receipts  constitnte  no  agreement  between  the  parties  that  the  notes  men* 
tioned  thereini  shall  be  taken  as  absolute  payment,  and  therefore,  being  merely 
receipts,  may  be  explained  by  parol  evidence,  by  showing  tliat  the  notes  were  B«t 
paid,  and  were  valueless. 

Where  the  only  issae  formed  by  the  pleadings,  is  the  laot  of  payment  in  the  manner 
set  ap  in  the  answer,  the  o^rmattMof  saoh  issue  is  upon  the  defendant 

September  Term^  1867. 

The  plaintiff,  as  the  assignee  of  Buswell  A  Son,  lumber 
merchants  of  Troy,  brings  this  action  to  recover  the  amount 
of  four  several  bills  of  lumber  sold  to  the  defendant,  a  resi- 
dent of  Newark,  New  Jersey,  in  the  sammerof  1856.  The 
answer  of  the  defendant  admits  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the 
lumber  to  him,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  but  sets  up  as  a 
defense  that  the  defendant  paid  the  said  firm  of  Buswell  &  Son 
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in  full  for  each  of  said  claims ;  that  such  payment  was  made 
by  and  with  several  promissory  notes  of  the  firm  of  Mann, 
Kendrick  &  Co. ;  and  by  them  accepted  in  full  payment  and 
satisfaction  of  each  of  said  claims,  and  of  every  part  thereo£ 
The  only  issue,  therefore,  formed  by  the  pleadings  was  the 
fact  of  such  pajrment  in  the  manner  set  up  in  the  answer. 

S.  Hand,  for  appellant 

W.  A.  Beach,  for  respondent* 

Davies,  Ch.  J.  The  affirmative  of  this  issue  was  upon 
the  defendant.  He  admitted  the  purchase  by,  and  sale  and 
delivery  to  him  of  the  property  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor,  and 
he  sought  to  discharge  himself  of  his  liabilities  to  pay  for  the 
same  by  setting  up  payment.  To  mamtain  his  defense  he 
put  in  proof  four  several  receipts  of  the  plaintiff's  assignor, 
attached  to  the  said  four  bills  of  parcels,  three  of  which  were 
in  these  words :  "  Received  payment,  by  note,  three  months," 
and  the  last,  "  received  pajmaent  of  M.  K.  &  Co.'s  note,  four 
months."  It  appeared  in  proof  that  the  notes  so  given  were 
those  of  the  firm  of  Mann,  Kendrick  &  Co.  One  of  the  firm 
of  Mann,  Kendrick  &  Co.,  which  firm  was  located  at  and 
transacted  business  in  Troy,  testified  on  the  trial  that  the  de- 
fendant usually  came  to  Troy  and  selected  such  lumber  as  be 
wanted ;  the  bills  were  sent  to  us,  we  gave  our  notes,  and 
charged  the  lumber  to  him ;  usually,  the  next  time  he  came 
up  he  gave  us  his  notes. 

The  plaintiff  gave  parol  evidence  to  contradict  that  part 
of  the  receipt  given  by  BusweU  &  Son,  which  states  that  the 
notes  of  Mann,  Kendrick  &  Co.  were  received  by  BusweU  & 
Son  as  payment.  The  defendant's  counsel  objected  to  such 
evidence,  and  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  de- 
fendant's couQsel  excepted. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  said  receipts  might 
be  explained  by  parol  testimony,  and  to  this  part  of  the 
charge  the  defendant's  counsel  also  excepted.    The  defendant 
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also  excepted  to  that  part  of  the  charge  which  hdd  and 
decided,  that  if  the  defendant  offered  paper  which  be  ]s;new, 
or  had  good  reason  to  believe,  was  not  good,  and  that  Bus- 
well  &  Son  did  not  know  it,  and  they  agreed  to  take  it  in 
absolute  payment,  their  agreement  would  be  avoided  by  the 
fraud,  and  the  defendant  would  remain  liable. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  judgmeot 
tiiereon  was  reversed  at  the  general  term,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered.        •  ^. 

•  The  first  question  presented  for  consideration  is,  whether 
tibe  rulings  of  the  judge,  in  admitting  parol  evidence  to  ex- 
plain the  receipts,  were  correct.  We  think  the  authorities  in 
this  state,  and  the  decisions  of  this  court,  leave  no  room  f«r 
further  question  on  this  point.  Without  recurring  to  all  the 
cases  in  the  books  on  this  subject,  it  will  only  be  needfol  to 
call  attention  to  a  few  of  the  most  leading. 

In  Tobey  agt.  Barber  (5  Johns.  68),  a  receipt  had  been 
given  and  indorsed  on  the  counterpart  of  a  lease  for  $168, 
^'  and  in  full  for  the  second  and  third  quarters'  rent.'' 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  the  defendant  had  pro- 
cured one  Coffin  to  give  a  note,  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
order,  for  $115.68,  at  the  bank  of  Columbia^  in  four  month^ 
and  dated  the  same  day  as  the  receipt,  and  that  it  formed  a 
part  of  the  receipt ;  that  Coffin  failed  before  it  became  due, 
and  took  the  benefit  of  the  infiolvent  act ;  and  that  the  note 
had  not  been  paid.  This  evidence  was  objected  to,  and  ad- 
mitted. The  judge  charged  the  jury  that  a  receipt  was  not 
conclusive  evidence^  but  might  be  explained  by  parol.  The 
court  held  that  a  receipt  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule, 
that  a  writing  cannA*  Ka  A^vxJfiined  oj*  contradicted  by  parol, 
citing  Ensign  agt  Webster  (1  Johns.  Vmm^,^^.  ^-^ui^t 
the  parol  evidence  waa  admissible.  The  court  say :  **  TEe 
parol  evidence  was,  then,  admissible  in'  this  Qsse,  to  show 
that  the  receipt  of  the  24th  of  September,  1803,  though,  pur- 
porting  to  be  itt  fuU  for  two  quarters'  rent,  was  founded 
partly  on  a  note  given  by  one  Coffitt  to  the  plaiotiff,  by  the 
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procurement  of  the  defendant;  and  that  Coffin  became  insol- 
vent before  the  note  fell  due,  by  which  means  the  note 
was  not  paid.  The  taking  of  the  note  was  no  extinguishment 
of  the  debt  due  for  the  rent.  It  is  a  rule  well  settled,  and 
repeatedly  recognized  in  this  court,  that  taking  a  note  either 
of  a  debtor  or  of  a  third  person  for  a  pre-existing  debt  is  do 
payment,  unless  it  be  expressly  agreed  to  take  the  note  as 
payment,  and  to  run  the  risk  of  its  beiug  paid^'  The  court 
in  its  opinion  refers  to  the  case  of  Murray  agt.  Gouvemeur 
and  KewhUj  decided  in  the  court  of  errors,  in  1800  (2  John. 
Ca.  438),  where  it  was  held  that  receipts  were  explainable, 
and  that  a  bill  was  not  a  discharge  of  a  precedent  debt,  un- 
less by  express  agreement ;  and  that  a  receipt  of  a  bill  as 
cash  was  not  sufficient  evidence  that  the  bill  was  taken  as  an 
absolute  pajnnent.  This  case  is  cited  with  approval  in  Egles- 
tan  agt.  Knickerbocker  (6  Barb.  458) ;  and  in  that  case  it 
was  decided  that  the  paper  writing  sought  to  be  explained 
by  parol  evidence  was  the  agreement  between  the  parties, 
and  not  a  receipt,  and  the  head-note  is :  '^  Parol  evidence  is 
inadmissible  to  contradict  or  explain  a  written  agreement" 
This  case  was  relied  upon  as  the  basis  of  Coon  agt.  Knap 
(4  Seld.  402).  There  it  was  held  that  parol  evidence  was 
not  admissible  to  explain  a  release,  and  that  the  paper  offered 
in  that  case  was  not  a  simple  receipt,  which  it  was  conceded 
could  be  explained  or  varied  by  parol  evidence.  The  paper 
writing  in  that  case  was  in  efiect  a  release  of  the  defendant 
from  all  liability  occasioned  by  that  transaction.  In  Filkins 
agt  Whyland  (24  N.  Y.  K  338),  this  court  had  occasion  to 
consider  the  question  whether  a  writing  in  this  form — *'  F. 
bouffht  of  ^  -  ^^'"^y  *^^";  received  pay,  W.'^— given 
upyflTibe  purchase  of  and  payment  for  the  horse,  was  a  mere 
receipt,  and  held  that  the  same  was  a  mere  receipt,  and  not 
a  contract  or  bill  of  sale,  so  as  to  exclude  parol  evidence  of  a 
warranty  of  soundness  of  the  horse  by  the  vendor.  Judge 
Wright,  in  his  opinion  in  this  case,  says :  "  The  paper  in 
this  case  is  to  be  construed  as  a  simple  receipt,  delivered  and 
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accepted  as  evidence  of  payment,  and  not  the  contract  by 
which  the  title  to  the  horse  was  transferred.     The  paper 
cannot  be  read  as  a  present  agreement  of  sale.     It  contains 
no  stipulations  to  sell  or  to  buy,  nor  declares  any  present 
undertaking  by  either  party.     The  vendor  acknowledges  pay- 
ment,  but  he  does  not  profess,  by  the  writing,  to  sell.     The 
vendee  does  not  execute,  but  accepts  it.    It  recites  the  fact 
of  a  past  sale.     It  admits  that  a  sale  has  been  had<^  but  does 
not  affect  mie.    A  merchant's  bill  of  items  of  goods  sold, 
made  up  and  receipted  in  the  same  form,  has  never  been  re- 
garded as  the  written  contract  of  sale."     These  observations 
are  pertinent  to  the  case  at  bar,  and  conclusively  show  that 
the  four  paper  writings  relied  upon  by  the  defendant  to  sus- 
tain the  defense  set  up  in  his  answer,  ^ere  neither  releases^ 
contracts  of  sale,  or  agreements,  but  simply  receipts  which, 
upon  most  abundant  authority,  could  be  explained  by  parol 
evidence.    And  the  court  properly  overruled  the  objection 
to  the  admission  of  such  evidence.    The  exception  to  the 
charge  of  the  judge  that  such  receipts  might  be  explained  by 
parol  testimony  is  equally  untenable.     The  geneiU  term  of 
the  supreme  court  was  incorrect  in  holding  that  there  was 
error  in  those  particulars,  and  reversing  the  judgment,  and 
ordering  a  new  trial.     This  would  make  it  unnecessary  to 
examine  the  exception  taken  to  the  judge's  charge  in  refer- 
ence to  the  alleged  fraud  of  the  defendant,  in  transferring 
the  notes  of  Mann,  Eendrick  &  Co.,  knowing  that  the  same 
were  not  good,  and  would  not  be  paid.     The  order  granting 
a  new  trial  should  be  reversed,  and  the  judgment  on  the  ver- 
dict should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Groveb  and  Fabkeb,  JJ. 

Judgment  accordingly. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT, 
G-usTAVus  MoNETPSNNT  agt.  The  Sixth  Avenue  Railroad 

COMPANT. 

When  the  Sixth  Ayenne  Baalroad  Companj  of  the  eitf  of  New  York,  the  deiradatey 
Mciired  its  charter,  it  was  with  the  taeit  sodentndiQg  they  ooald  chaige^ve  cmUt 
Jture  in  ipecie,  that  being  then  the  lawful  money. 

An  extraordinary  crisis  aroee,  compelling  the  genend  goTemment  to  faane  a  piper 
carrency,  which  enhanced  the  yalne  of  the  original  Ikre,  and  JoatiAed  the  dated- 
anta  in  advaiicing  their  fare  one  cent,  when  paid  in  paper. 

The  law  of  congress,  passed  1864  {Statutet  ai  Largey  Tkvrlytiffhth  Oonprmtf  p.  48Sy, 
Justified  the  city  railroad  eompaniea  in  adding  the  additional  cent  to  the  turn, 
«Teo  if  the  paper  cnnency  had  not  depreeiated  the  original  fare ;  and  passcngen 
are  bound,  if  they  wish  to  ride  by  these  ears,  to  pay  snch  additional  cent 

The  penal  act  of  1857,  against  railroad  companies,  does  not  apply  to  city  railroad 
eompaniea,  and  by  operation  of  law  the  penalty  aought  for  agaiaat  theae  defend* 
ante  cannot  be  recovered. 

Special  Term^  June^  1868. 

The  plaintifi)  Moneypenny^  refUsed  to  pay  the  extra  cent 
charged  by  the  raihroad  companiesy  and  waa  consequently 
put  off  the  can.  Suit  was  then  brought  by  him  to  recover 
the  penalty  under  the  general  railroad  act  of  1857. 

The  defendants  answered  that  the  general  railroad  act  did 
not  apply  to  city  railroads,  and  that  it  was  intended  only  to 
apply  to  the  railroads  of  the  interior  of  the  state. 

To  this  answer  plaintiff  demurred,  and  the  question  now 
comes  up  on  the  demurrer. 


Mr.  Slausok,  Jbr  defimdants. 
Mr.  ,  for  plaintiff. 

McCuNN,  J.  The  first  question  is,  wfaetiier  the  penal  act 
of  1857  applies  to  city  railroads  incorporated  under  the  gen- 
eral act  of  1850,  but  whose  fare  for  the  transportation  of 
passengers  was  fixed  or  regulated  by  contract  with  the  city 
authorities,  who  bestowed  the  grant,  and  which  contract  has 
been  confirmed  by  the  legislature  of  1854. 
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The  act  of  1857  refers  by  its  Y&cy  teroots  mij  to  compaoieB 
other  than  city  compaoiee. 

In  Chesse^  agt.  New  York  Cemtrai  JRaUroad  Company  (26  N. 
Y.  22.  536),  the  court  says,  '^that  the  statute  of  1857  has 
reference  t4»  the  statutes  in  which  the  rate  for  carrying  pas- 
sengers is  fixed  and  allowed/'  and  not  to  exceed  two  cents 
per  mile,  and  that  it  has  no  reference  whatever  to  city  road& 
Indeed,  the  language^  of  the  act  shows  that  it  could  not  have 
been  intended  to  refer  to  companies  whose  fare  was  fixed  at 
a  sum  certain  for  any  distance,  great  or  smalL 

The  penalty  is  prescribed  against  any  company  which 
shall  ask  and  receive  a  greater  rate  of  fare  than  that  allowed 
by  law,  to  wit.,  two  cents  per  mile,  and  declares  that  it  shall 
be  lawiul  to  take  the  legal  statutory  fare  for  one  mile  for 
any  fractional  distance  leas  than  a  mile. 

Unless^  therefore,  the  fare  of  the  defendants  in  the  present 
actik>n  is  to  be  governed  by  the  mile,  and  not  by  their  con- 
tract with  the  city,  under  which  they  have  always  received 
their  fare,  but  by  the  general  railroad  act,  it  is  manifest  the 
act  of  1867  has  no  application. 

The  act  was  never  intended  to  apply  to  a  city  railroad 
company  who  are  carriers  of  passengers  only,,  and  this  is 
manifest  from  the  language  of  the  statute,  which  provides^ 
that  every  corporation  formed  under  it  shall  have  power  '^to 
regulate  the  time  and  manner  in  which,  passengers  and  pro- 
perty shall  be  transported,  and  the  compensation  to  be  paid 
therefor;  bat  such  compensation  for  any  passenger  and  his 
ordinary  baggage  shall  not  exceed  three  cents  per  mile.  It 
would  therefore  be  }n.po6aible  to  apply  it  t»  a  city  railroad. 

The  railroads  of  the  interior  have  stations  at  fixed  points,. 
from^  and  to  whi<*.h  the  faro  is  computable,  and  at  which  pas- 
sengers get  in  and  out  of  the  car&  With  our  city  roads,  a 
passenger  gets  on  and -off  at  all  points.  He  pays  his  six 
cents  and  rides .  to  where  he  pleases.  Moreover,  if  the  act 
of  1857  had  any  application  to  city  roads,  these  defendants 
naay  use  ^^ steam''  {svib.  7,  ^  28),  and  may  demand  an  extra 
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five  cents  from  passengers  not  purchasing  tickets  (^  87);  and 
the  companies  *are  also  obliged  to  erect  fences  along  their 
entire  route  (^  56),  and  may  also  take  all  the  real  property 
they  require  for  the  purposes  of  their  business  (a  depot,  for 
instance),  and  acquire  the  legal  title  against  the  will  of  the 
owner  (^^  13,  14,  32).  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  gen- 
eral railroad  act  is  not  to  be  stretched  beyond  its  reasonable 
application.  But,  in  addition  to  all  this,  the  act  of  1854 
takes  the  whole  subject  of  fare  out  of  the  operation  of  sec- 
tion 28  of  the  general  act. 

This  act  (act  of  '64)  applies  exclusively  to  city  railroads 
which  commence  and  end  in  the  city;  it  authorizes  the  com- 
mon council  to  grant  the  right  to  construct  and  establish 
railroads,  upon  such  terms,  conditions  and  stipulations  in 
relation  thereto  as  such  common  council  may  see  fit  to  pre- 
scribe. Now  these  defendants  had  been  actually  incorpo- 
rated nearly  three  years  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  this 
act,  and  had  in  part  constructed  their  road.  They  therefore 
came  within  its  pDvisions,  and  by  its  very  terms  they  were 
placed  in  the  position  in  which  they  would  have  been  had 
they  obtained  their  license  from  the  common  council  after 
the  passage  of  the  act,  and  in  strict  compliance  with  its 
terms. 

But  while  the  act  of  1854  ratified  and  sanctioned  the 
agreement  made  between  these  defendants  and  the  common 
council,  and  thus  took  the  subject  of  fare  out  of  the  general 
statute  of  1850,  it  did  not  make  the  fare  fixed  by  that  agree- 
ment a  matter  of  statutory  enactment;  it  did  not  make  the 
fare  ^^  allowed  by  law,''  in  the  language  of  the  penal  act  of 
1857 ;  it  was  still  a  fare  regulated  by  contract.  The  act 
confirming  the  contract  says  nothing  about  fare,  it  leaves 
that  as  found  and  provided  for  in  the  resolutions  and  contract 
between  the  city  and  the  company.  .  It  made  valid,  if  you 
please,  a  voidable  contract,  and  gave  legislative  sanction  to 
all  its  provisions,  that  of  fare  included. 

It  follows,  from  all  that  has  been  said,  that  the  fare  of 
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these  defendants  is  regulated,  not  by  the  act  of  1850,  as 
claimed  by  the  complaint  in  this  action,  but  by  the  agree- 
ment with  the  city  corporation,  and  it  equally  follows  that 
the  act  of  1857  has  no  application  to  these  defendants. 
Therefore  the  penalties  claimed  in  this  action  cannot  be 
enforced. 

There  is  an  exception  taken  by  the  defendants  to  the  com- 
plaint, in  this,  that  in  no  count  does  it  allege  that  the  plain- 
tiff informed  the  conductor,  on  entering  the  car,  how  far  he 
was  going,  or  that  he  objected  to  pay  the  six  cents.  This 
exception  is  well  taken ;  but  after  what  I  have  said  above,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  proposition. 

The  remaining  question,  the  one  submitted  without  argu- 
ment, was  whether,  under  the  circumstances,  these  defend- 
ants had  a  right  to  receive  the  extra  cent  from  passengers. 
Compacts,  by  whomsoever  entered,  should  be  kept.  That 
men  and  companies  are  equally  bound  by  such  is  self  evident; 
but  it  is  also  evident  that  if  one  party  performs  not  his  part, 
the  other  is  released  from  the  performance  of  his.  This  is  a 
proposition  no  being  can  dispute.  Justice,  right  and  reason 
require  it,,  and  the  law  of  nature  commands  it. 

But  extraordinary  occasions  may  now  and  then  occur  in 
which  the  happiness  of  the  people  may  be  better  promoted 
by  acting  for  the  moment  in  opposition  to  the  law  than  in 
strict  observance  to  it. 

Here  an  occasion  did  arise — a  crisis,  it  would  seem,  that 
could  not  be  avoided.  And  although  the  interests  of  this 
company  were  but  a  mite,  as  it  were,  in  the  great  drama 
enacted,  yet  they  were  completely  drawn  into  its  vortex, 
suffered  by  its  effects,  had  to  do  as  all  other  corporations  did 
in  the  emergency,  sustain  themselves  as.  best  they  could. 

The  calamities  of  a  civil  war  broke  upon  the  country;  its 
people  and  territory  were  for  a  time  divided;  foreign  nations 
looked  upon  that  division  as  final  and  permanent,  and  as  for 
asking  credit  abroad  under  the  circumstances  was  simply 
preposterous.    Something  had  to  be  done  to  save  the  insti 
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tutiona.  A  scheme  was  therefore  adopted,  and  although  il 
upset  in  the  minds  of  some,  many  of  the  old  notions  of  states*^ 
men  and  constitutional  lawyers,  yet  it  was  a  complete  sue* 
cess;  for  it  carried  a  people  through  the  most  fearful  ordeal 
that  ever  a  nation  was  subjected  to,  without  being  depend^ 
ent  on  any  other  power  for  the  credit  of  a  single  shilling. 
The  measure  that  benefits  most  a  country,  and  tends  to  ele- 
vate and  make  its  people  great  and  happy,  when  it  does  not 
invade  or  encroach  on  the  rights  of  other  nations  or  oth» 
people,  will  always  be  deemed  constitutional,  whether  it  is 
in  accordance  with  the  written  instruijaent  or  not,  and  future 
ages,  viewing  it  in  the  light  that  those  means  are  the  most 
correct  which  bert  accomplish  the  end,  will  declare  it  con- 
stitutional because  of  its  success.  In  other  words^  I  deem 
that  constitutional  which  benefits  the  nation,  and  of  which 
the  whole  people  approve.  No  law  can  have  much  effect 
which  is  not  backed  by  the  general  conscience  of  the  com* 
munity,  and  it  is  for  the  want  of  such  backing  that  fanatical 
and  partisan  laws  are  often  disregarded. 

I  will  say  here  that  the  scheme  resorted  to  does  credit  to 
the  intellect  that  conceived  it,  and  it  does  infinite  honor  to 
the  mass  of  the  people  who  accepted  and  were  satisfied  with 
its  terms  for  the  time  being,  as  the  only  method  to  save  Hbe 
country  from  ruin. 

At  the  time  this  company  received  its  grant,  there  was 
uothiog  but  specie  received  as  fare,  and  it  was  upon  such  a 
basis  they  obligated  themselves  to  build  the  road  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  public 

In  the  necessity  of  the  moment,  the  general  govemmest 
passed  laws  creating  paper  currency,  the  effect  of  which  was 
to  withdraw  coin  as  a  circulating  medium  and  made  it  an 
article  of  merchandise  ednly,  and  to  substitute  the  created 
currency,  and  the  five  oeats  which  the  company  charter 
mabled  them  to  levy  from  passengers  was  enhanced  in  value 
to  twice  that  sum  is  paper.  The  consequence  was  that  pa»i 
sengers  declined  to  pay  in  coin,  and  this  company,  when 
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they  saw  they  could  not  obtain  pay  in  that  form,  advaneed 
their  demand  to  six  cents  in  paper. 

Now  mark  you,  this  was  done^  if  you  please^  to  save  the 
company  from  bankruptcy,  but  it  was  also  to  enable  them  to 
run  their  cars  so  as  to  accommodate  our  rapidly  growing 
community.  Under  the  circumstances^  they  were  justified  m 
the  course  they  pursued. 

In  the  ordinance  conferring  this  grant  there  is  a  promise 
required  of  the  company  to  carry  passengers  for  a  certain 
price,  and  the  consideration  for  that  promise  was  that  the^ 
grantees  could  levy  five  cents  in  coin  fiiom  each  passenger  so 
carried;  and  I  cannot  find,  in  the  papers  before  me,  that 
they  violated  that  promise  by  refusing  to  receive  the  fare  in 
specie.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  before  me  that  the  public, 
under  the  pressure  of  the  moment,  compelled  this  company 
to  receive  in  payment,  instead  of  five  cents  in  coin,  to  which 
they  were  entitled,  a  paper  currency  that  was  not  equivalent 
at  any  time  to  the  original  fares  fixed  in  their  charter. 

It  is  urged  that  the  law  of  congress  (18&4),  allowing  this 
company  to  add  the  extra  cent  under  the  revenue  laws,  is 
not  constitutional.  1  do  not  agree  in  saying  so.  Moreover, 
I  hold  that  companies,  under  the  circumstances,  have  just  aa 
much  right  to  add  the  extra  cent  to  iheir  fare,  to  enablei 
them  to  cover  the  tax  imposed  by  the  general  governmentt 
as  the  landlord  has  to  raise  his  rent,  or  the  merchant  to 
increase  the  price  of  his  commoeities,  for  the  like  purpose. 
And  I  will  say  more,  that  when  we  return  to  a  gold  and  silver 
basis,  and  legal  minds  get  running  again  in  the  constitutional; 
groove,  if  the  law  which  creates  this  paper  currency  is  dis- 
cussed in  connection  with  that  allowing  them  to  charge  the 
extra  cent,  the  one  will  be  found  to  be  equally  as  constitu- 
tional as  the  other. 

These  views  may  not  accord  with  the  clamor  raised  some- 
times against  railroads  or  corporations,  but  the  executors  of 
the  law  should  at  all  times  be  so  far  master  of  their  opiniona 
as  n^t  to  allow  their  mi  Eds  to  be  warped  by  every  gust  of 
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passion  which  may  overbear,  for  a  momenty  the  reason  of  the 
people.  I  am  satisfied,  and  do  maintain,  that  if  congress  had 
a  right  to  create  the  currency  and  make  laws  enabling  it  to 
pass  for  money,  and  that  was  the  cause  of  depriving  the 
railroads  of  the  five  cents  in  specie,  they,  in  return,  had  an 
equal  right,  under  the  circumstances,  and  without  the  aid  of 
the  law  of  1864,  to  require  the  one  cent  extra.  Nay,  more, 
I  hold  that  in  all  fairness  they  have  as  good  a  right  to  exact 
the  full  equivalent  in  paper  money  for  the  five  cents  in  coin 
which  their  charter  guaranteed  them,  as  the  general  govern- 
ment has  to  sell  gold  coin  by  the  million  for  double  its  value 
in  greenbacks.  I,  therefore,  cannot  join  in  this  hue  and  cry 
against  railroads,  when,  perhaps,  they  are  doing  all  in  their 
power  to  accommodate  our  citizens.  Certain  it  is  that  these 
companies  have  added  largely  to  the  wealth  of  our  city,  by 
affording  its  people  ready  access  to  all  -its  parts,  enabling 
them  to  reside  on  our  island,  thereby  increasing  the  value  of 
its  property.  The  good  done  in  this  way  is  often  forgotten, 
and  our  people  are  frequently  misled  by  designing  persons, 
who  carp  against  corporations  from  selfish  motives. 

Now,  in  this  case  I  do  not  intend  to  mislead  j  on  the  con- 
trary, I  shall  be  plain,  so  that  all  can  understand,  and  that 
there  may  be  no  bickering  and  breaches  of  the  peace  between 
the  employees  of  companies  and  the  passengers,  until  this 
question  is  disposed  of  in  the  court  of  last  resort,  I  hold — 

Ist.  That  when  the  company  secured  its  charter,  it  was 
with  the  tacit  understanding  they  could  charge  five  cents  in 
specie,  that  being  the  lawful  currency  then. 

2d.  That  an  extraordinary  crisis  arose,  compelling  the  gen- 
eral government  to  issue  a  paper  currency,  which  enhanced 
the  value  of  the  original  fare,  and  that  they  were  justified  in 
advancing  one  cent  when  paid  in  paper. 

3d.  That  the  law  of  congress,  passed  1864  {Statutes  at 
Large^  Thirty-eighth  CongresSy  p.  485),  justifies  the  compa- 
nies in  adding  the  additional  cent  to  the  fares,  even  if  the 
paper  currency  had  not  depreciated  the  original  fare,  and 
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that  passengers  are  boundi  if  they  wish  to  ride  by  these 
cars,  to  pay  such  additional  cent. 

4th.  That  the  penal  act  of  1857  does  not  apply  to  city 
railroad  companies,  and  that  by  operation  of  law  the  penalty 
sought  for  here  cannot  be  recovered. 

Judgment  must  therefore  be  entered  for  the  defendants 
overruling  the  demurrer,  with  costs. 


•  »• 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Peteb  Haack  agt.  Henby  S.  Feabikg. 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  a  personal  injnrj  leceiTed  bj  the  plaintift  from  the 
wadding  of  a  cannon  negligently  discharged  on  board  of  a  pleasure  yacht  of  the 
defendant,  by  one  of  its  crew  during  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  and  in  yioli^ 

*  tion  of  his  positiye  general  order,  the  plaintiff  cannot  snstun  his  action,  where 
there  is  no  eyidenoe  that  the  cannon  was  fired  in  the  course  of  any  emplojrment 
or  duty  of  the  master  of  the  yacht ;  but  merely  as  a  salute  to  another  yacht,  in 
passing. 

Neither  can  the  action  be  sustained  on  the  ground  ihat  in  permitting  the  master  of 
the  vessel  to  have  the  possession  and  custody  of  the  gun  and  ammunition,  with 
other  eqaipments  of  ihe  yacht,  the  defendant  became  responsible  for  their  careless 
use.  Such  possession  and  control  eannot  create  or  imply  permission,  much  less 
authority  or  duty  to  use  them  in  the  face  of  positive  orders  of  the  defendant  to  the 
contrary. 

The  defendant,  under  the  doctrine  of  liability  of  master  and  servant,  would  have 
been  liable,  if  the  sailing-master  had  injured  a  person  or  vessel  by  careUst  navigt^ 
tion  of  the  yacht  under  his  cl\arge,  as  that  woold  have  occurred  while  performing 
the  duty  and  ordinary  employment  of  a  sailing  master. 

It  could  not  be  any  part  of  the  duty  of  sailing  or  taking  care  of  the  yacht,  to  dis- 
cbarge signal  guns  or  give  salntes.  (McCunn,  J.,  dittenting :  Holding  that  U 
leoame  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  dtUist  o/a  pUantre  yacht  crew,  and  a  univermul  cui' 
(mn,  to  observe  all  thoH  amenitiee  and  civilities  which  cam  by  possibiHijf  pau  hetweem 
geniUmen  able  to  afford  such  luxuries,  and  which  are  expected  to  he  exchanged  ;  such 
as  salutations  by  displaying  Jlags,  firing  gunt,  and  exchanging  other  courtesies,  dc) 

General  Term^  October^  1867. 

This  was  an  action  for  damages,  for  a  hurt  received  by 
the  plafntiff  in  July,  1866,  from  the  wadding  of  a  cannon 
neghgently  discharged  on  board  of  a  vessel  or  pleasure  yacht 
(the  Rambler)  of  the  defendant,  by  one  of  its  crew  during 
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the  abseBce  of  the  defendant.  The  signal  of  the  New  York 
Yacht  Club  was  generally  used  on  board  of  such  vesseli 
which  indicated  that  she  belonged  to  the  squadron  of  that 
body,  but  theve  was  no  other  evidence  offered  on  the  trial 
of  its  being  so.  On  the  occasion  in  question  the  gun  was 
discharged  about  two  or  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  a 
day  in  July,  1866,  while  the  yeaeel  in  question  was  being 
towed  by  a  steamtug  to  her  anchorage  near  Hoboken,  where 
other  yachts  were  lying.  The  plaintiff  received  the  injury 
while  on  board  of  a  ferry  boat,  passing  between  the  yacht  in 
question  and  the  shore.  A  witness  (Smith)  testified  on  the 
trial  that  he  has  not  often  seen  yachts  come  to  that  anchor- 
age without  firing  a  salute.  It  was  usual  for  them  to  do  so. 
It  was  customary,  but  not  always  done.  But  finally  said 
that  he  knew  nothing  as  to  the  custom  in  firing  salutes. 
Some  did  it  and  some  did  not.  Another  witness  (MorriQ) 
only  knew  of  such  a  custom  up.  to  1869.  The  vice  conuno* 
dore  of  such  club  squadron  (Major),  when  the  accident  hap- 
pened, testified  that  there  was  no  rule  of  that  club  which 
had  any  bearing  as  to  firing  salutes^  and  no  univ««al  custom 
by  any  means  of  firing  guns  by  yachts  while  approaching 
their  anchorage ;  '^  that  it  was''  a  thing  done  by  some  p^^ 
sons  and  not  by  others ;  that  yachts  sometimes  saluted  on 
meeting  and  aometames  not. 

He  also  testified  that  the  firing  of  salutes  did  '^  not  come 
under  the  scope  of  the  general  duty  of  a  sailing-master;'' 
that  it  did  ^'  not  come  under  his  supervision  unless  he  had 
been  particularly  requested  so  to  do ;"  there  was  no  duty  of 
his  as  to  firing  salutes,  except  to  obey  the  orders  of  his  super- 
ior officer.  A  rule  of  such  yacht  elub  (14),  for  setting  col- 
ors in  the  morning  and  lowering  them  at  sunset,  when  two 
or  more  yachts  sailed  in  company  or  w^re  at  anchor  in  sight 
of  each  other,  was  the  only  one  as  to  firing  guns*  It  pre- 
scribed that  in  such  case  the  time  for  so  hoisting  or  lowering 
coloins  should  be  taken  from  the  senior  ofiicer  in  command 
and  that  no  guna  AqM  ^^  be  fired  in  setting  or  hauling  dow» 
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the  colors^  except  by  the  yaoht  giving  the  time.  This  was 
all  the  evidence  on  the  trial  as  to  the  duty  or  any  custom  of  fir- 
ing guns  on  anchoring  or  meeting  another  yacht,  or  on 
another  occasion.  The  mate  of  the  yacht  in  question  (Hofi^ 
man),  who  was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
trial,  testified  tiiat  when  the  gun  was  fired  he  was  getting 
the  anchor  ready  to  drop  it.  That  two  years  previously  (be- 
ing shortly  after  the  yacht  was  built),  because  a  man  had 
been  hurt  by  discharging  such  gun,  the  defendant  gave  gen- 
eacvl  strict  orders  to  aU  the  crew  not  to  fire  any  guns  unless 
he  was  on  board ;  and  again  in  the  previous  summer  at  New 
London,  such  orders  were  known  to  all  on  board  of  the  boat^ 
They  had  fired  such  a  gun  a  dozen  times  when  approaching 
such  andiorage  while  the  defendant  was  on  board ;  they 
sometimes  fired  it  and  sometimes  not ;  they  fired  it  off  once 
or  twice  without  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  He  was 
not  on  board  at  the  time  of  the  accident  in  question.  Such 
witness  testified  that  he  supposed  it  was  fired  to  salute  the 
yacht  Wave,  and  not  the  tugboat  which  blew  its  whistle; 
and  that  they  had  orders  not  to  use  any  waddiiig  in  firing 
gan&  The  plaintiff  was  injured  by  the  wadding.  On  the 
trial  the  defendant's  counsel  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
which  motion  was  granted,  and  the  exceptions  taken  thereto, 
and  on  the  trial  ordered  to  be  heard,  in  the  first  instance,  in 
general  term. 

« 

Mb.  Cadwaladbb^  /or  dtfendant.  ! 

Mb.  O0UDEBT9  forflaintif. 

RonCBTSON,  C.  J.  I  have  not  been  able  to  find  any  evi- 
dence in  this  case  that  the  gun,  whose  discharge  caused  the 
injury  to  the  plaintifl^  was  fired  in  the  course  of  any  employ- 
ment or  duty  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  in  question.  It  was 
not  necessary  in  the  cou»e  of  its  navigation,  or  as  a  matter 
of  duty  to  oiber  vessels,  or  in  oompliaiice  with  any  custom 
governing  vessels  in  general  in  New  York  harbor,  or  yachts 
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belonging  to  the  New  York  Yacht  Club  Squadron,  if  the 
Teasel  in  question  belonged  to  that  squadron,  or  was  bound 
by  the  rules  of  that  club,  of  which  there  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  sufficient  evidence.  So  that  the  ground  of  the 
defendant's  liability  is  reduced  to  the  question,  whether,  by 
merely  permitting  the  master  of  the  vessel  to  have  the  pos- 
session and  custody  of  the  gun  and  ammunition,  with  other 
equipments  of  the  vessel,  the  defendant  became  responsible 
for  their  careless  use.  In  the  case  of  Lanibt  agt.  Lady  Polk 
(9  Car.  dk  P.  629),  the  defendant  was  held  not  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  her  coachman,  who,  after  descending  from  hik 
box,  had,  in  turning  aside  the  head  of  a  hofse  harnessed  to  a  . 
van  which  obstructed  his  passage,  precipitated  a  box  of  min- 
eral waters  from  such  van  upon  the  shafts  of  the  plaintiff's 
gig  and  broke  them,  because  the  act  was  not  done  in  the 
course  of  the  coachman's  employment  fjr  the  defendant.  In 
the  case  of  Mitchell  agt.  CrasstoeUer  (13  C.  B.  237,  16  JEng. 
L.  Eq.  448),  it  was  held  that  for  an  injury  done  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant's  carman  to  a  third  person,  in  driv- 
ing his  employer's  horse  and  carl,  for  his  own  private  pur- 
pose, after  the  time  when  he  should  have,  and  usually  did, 
put  up  such  horse  and  cart  in  their  stable,  the  employer  is 
not  responsible.  In  the  case  of  Joel  agt.  Morrison  (6  Car. 
dt  P.  501),  and  Sleath  agt.TFtZson  (9  J.  607),  it  was  conceded 
that  if  a  servant  drives  for  his  own  purposes  his  master's  car- 
riage withouf  leave  during  the  time  it  is  not  in  use  for  the 
business  of  the  latter,  the  master  is  not  liable  for  any  injury 
caused  by  its  means  while  so  driven.  Although,  in  both,  it 
was  held  that  if  while  driving  for  his  master's  business,  the 
servant  merely  make  a  detour  for  his  own  purposes,  his  mas- 
ter is  responsible  for  his  negligent  driving  during  such  devi- 
ation. That  distinction  is  made  in  both  such  cases  to  rest 
on  the  fact  that,  in  the  latter  event,  the  master  has  enabled 
the  servant  to  do  the  injury,  by  the  mismanagement  of  the 
carriage  while  intrusted  with  its  use  for  the  master's  benefit 
That  doctrine  would  have  applied  in  this  case,  if  the  sailing- 
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master  had  injured  a  person  or  vessel  by  careless  navigation 
of  the  vessel  under  his  charge.  *  The  mere  possession  and 
control  of  the  gun  and  ammunition  could  not  create  or  imply 
permission^  much  less  authority  or  dnKj  to  use  them  in  the 
face  of  the  positive  orders  of  the  defendant  to  the  contrary. 
It  could  not  be  any  part  of  the  duty  of  sailing  or  taking  care 
of  the  vessel  to  discharge  signal  guns  or  give  salutes^  and 
there  was  no  evidence  of  a  uniform  custom  on  the  part  of 
the  vessel  in  question^  or  any  other  yachts,  or  of  any  regu- 
lation to  that  eflect  in  the  squadron  to  which  it  was  supposed 
to  belong,  to  make  it  part  of  the  ordinary  employment  of 
the  sailing-master.  I  ^prehend  there  is  no  difficulty  in  a 
general  limitation  of  the  extent  of  the  employment  of  a  ser- 
vant by  agreement  or  command,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
doing  ac  s  of  a  particular  character.  It  is  true  that  the  pro- 
hibition of  specific  acts  within  the  scope  of  a  general  employ- 
ment on  a  particular  occasion  only,  or  of  a  particular  mode 
of  doing  them  may  not  exempt  the  employer  from  liabUity. 
But  prohibiting  their  being  ever  done  must  certainly  curtail 
the  extent  of  the  employment ;  and  the  language  of  Justice 
Stort  {Agency^  452),  in  declaring  the  liability  of  a  principal/ 
notwithstanding  his  prohibition  of  the  acts  of  his  agent,  by 
which  third  parties  are  injured^  must  be  construed  in  that 
sense.  The  case  of  the  Philadelphia  and  Beading  BaUroad 
Co.  agt.  Derby  (14  How.y  8.  C  295),  also  can  only  extend 
that  far,  other\^i8e  it  is  contrary  to  several  of  the  very  cases 
cited  in  the  opinion  there  delivered. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  principle  which  justifies  the  use  by 
a  party  of  a  prior  written  statement  of  a  witness  of  such 
party  to  instruct  him  what  to  say,  under  pretext  of  refresh- 
ing his  memory  when  he  has  not  shown  any  weakness  of. 
recollection.  The  case  of  Ouy  agt-  Mead  (22  N.  T.  B.  462), 
cited  for  the  purpose,  does  not  sustain  any  such  proposition, 
and  the  attempt  to  do  it  on  the  trial  was  properly  prevented. 
I  do  not  understand  the  question  put  to  a  witness  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  orders  given  by  the  defendant  as  calling  for  his 
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eoDttruction  of  tiieir  laogmge^  but  his  reeoUeetioii  of  it.  He 
liad  not  previously  undertikeo  to  give  their  precise  words. 
It  was^  therefore^  properly  admitted.  There  being  do  error 
committed  on  the  trial,  the  exertions  should  be  overruled 
ttd  judgment  given  for  the  defendant  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint on  the  merits^  with  costs. 

UcCuNKy  J.  {disifenting.)    I  regret  I  must  dissent  in  this 
Daae«    On  the  dOth  of  July,  1866^  as  the  yacht  Rambler,  of 
the  New  York  y&cht  squadron,  was  about  to  drop  anchor  at 
her  rendezvous  in  the  waters  of  the  Hudson,  she  fired  a 
•alute  of  one  gun  to  the  other  yachts  of  the  squadron.    The 
wadding  of  the  gun  struck  and  penetrated  the  side  of  the 
^nry  boat^  on  which  plaintiff  was  sitting,  knocking  him 
down,  breaking  his  arm  and  renderiag  it  useless  for  life. 
This  action  is  brought  against  the  ddendant^  the  owner  of 
the  yacht,  to  recover  compensation  for  the  ii^uiy.     It 
l^ppears  in  the  evidence  that,  in  the  harbor  of  New  London 
«nd  in  the  harbor  of  Newport,  two  years  previous  to  the 
accident,  instructions  were  given  by  Mr.  Fearing,  the  owner, 
that  no  firing  diould  take  place  on  board  his  yacht,  unless  he 
was  present,  or  unless  he  ordered  it  to  be  done.     That  on 
the  morning  of  the  accident,  Mr.  Fearing  quitted  his  yacht  at 
Btaten  Island,  and  left  her  in  command  of  a  person  named 
Smithy  whom  he  called  his  sailing  master,  and  directed  Smith 
to  proceed  to  the  rendezvous.     That  Smith,  on  arriving  at 
such  rendezvous,  ordered  the  customary  salute  to  the  other 
ytchts,  without  receiving  instructions  from  Mr.  Fearing.  On 
this  state  of  fiicts,  a  nonsuit  was  ordered  by  the  learned 
judge  below,  on  the  ground  that  *^  plaintiff  had  shown 
no  &ctB  to  render  the  defendant  liable.^     I  am  clearly 
4f  opinion  that  error  was  committed  in  granting  such  non- 
auit 

On  the  trial  of  the  action,  an  effort  was  made  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  witness  Smith 
was  not  the  captain,  but  the  sailing  master  of  the  yaeht 
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This  is  of  little  consequence;  indeed^  it  is  quite  immaterial 
whether  Smith  was  known  as  captain  or  as  sailing  master. 
.  It  is  admitted  that  when  Mr.  Fearing  quit  his  yacht  at  Staten 
Island  he  placed  Smith  in  the  entire  command  of  the  ship, 
and  that  she  was  absolutely  under  his  supreme  control;  and 
I  hold  that  Mr.  Fearing,  the  defendant,  under  the  circum- 
stances, is  liable  for  the  act  of  Smith  in  negligently  firing  the 
gun.  It  is  a  sound  maxim  in  law,  that  when  a  party  is 
injured  by  the  negligence  of  another,  the  person  causing  the 
injury  shall  be  held  strictly  accountable,  unless  the  party 
injured  contributed  to  the  accident,  which  was  not  the  case 
here.  There  is  no  pretence  that  plaintiff  was  in  the  slighest 
degree  negligent.  On  the  contrary,  he  was  sitting  in  the 
cabin  of  the  ferry  boat,  on  his  way  from  New  Tork  to  his 
home  in  Hoboken,  when  this  shot  plunged  through  the  side 
of  the  boat  and  caused  the  injury  which  has  invalidated  lum 
for  life.  Surely,  if  courts  are  intended  to  afford  a  remedy  for 
gross  negligence,  there  never  was  a  case  in  which  the  refine- 
ments of  the  law  should  be  brought  to  bear  by  the  judges  to 
enforce  such  remedy  more  than  in  this  case.  The  plaintiff 
had  been  attending  his  daily  toil,  and  wa^  returning  to  his 
family,  secure,  as  he  thought,  in  all  things  which  render  life 
safe,  when  this  defendant  and  his  servants,  after  returning 
from  a  trip  of  pleasure,  in  the  most  negligent  and  careless 
manner  di,d  an  act  which  resulted  in  the  injury.  -  A  glance 
at  the  evidence  must  convince  an  ordinary  mind  that  it 
was  not  only  carelessness,  but  carelessness  of  the  grossest 
kind. 

The  act  of  Master  Smith  in  firing  the  gun  was  vdthin  the 
strict  line  of  his  duty,  and  the  defendant  Fearing,  by  placing 
Smith  in  command  of  his  yacht  and  in  the  possession  of  the 
implements  to  do  wrong,  rendered  himself  liable;  for  I  lay  it 
down  as  a  broad,  general  principle,  that  wherever  one  of  two 
innocent  persons  must  suffer  by  the  acts  of  a  third,  he  who 
has  enabled  such  third  person  to  occasion  the  loss  must 
suffer.  In  treating  the  question  herein,  we  are  compelled  to 
Vol.  XXXV.  80 
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withdraw  ourselves  from  the  ordinary  method  of  looking  into 
such  caseSy  because  the  facts  and  circumstances  are  not  alto- 
gether within  the  scope  of  ordinary  business  transactions.  ' 
For  instance,  this  was  a  pleasure  yacht;  she  was  the  means 
adopted  by  her  opulent  proprietor  to  gratify  his  tastes;  and 
all  those  amenities  and  civilities  which  can  by  possibility 
pass  between  gentlemen  able  to  afford  such  luxuries  are 
expected  to  be  exchanged,  such  as  salutations  by  displaying 
flags,  firing  guns,  and  exchanging  other  courtesies,  and 
which,  I  hold,  become  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  duties  of  the 
yacht  crew.  The  vice  commodore  of  the  squadron  testifies, 
*Uhat  the  salute  to  the  flag  (the  one  causing  the  injury)  was 
in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  the  dub,"  and  the  club  rules 
declare  such  amenities  and  civilities  to  be  a  part  of  their 
duties.  If  such  civilities  are  not  part  of  the  ordinary  duties 
of  a  pleasure  yacht  and  her  crew,  then  it  is  hard,  indeed,  to 
say  what  their  legitimate  duties  are;  they  do  not  engage  in 
commerce,  they  do  not  contribute  to  the  welfare  or  happi- 
ness of  the  community  in  general,  but  to  the  pleasures  of  the 
few  who  associate  together;  and  their  polite  courtesies  to 
each  other,  I  hold,  is  part  of  their  legitimate  business ;  and, . 
when  they  commit  an  error  or  a  wrong,  in  carrying  out  these 
pleasures,  upon  one  of  the  community,  they  should  be  held 
strictly  accountable. 

Once  at  Newport,  in  firing  a  salute  from  the  same  yacht,  a 
similar  accident  occurred,  and .  then  it  was  admitted  that 
Smith  was  acting  within  the  limits  of  his  duties,  and  it  was 
because  Mr.  Fearing  believed  that  the  firing  at  Newport  was 
part  of  the  duties  of  his  crew  that  he  forbade  firiag  thereafter 
unless  he  was  on  board  or  gave  special  directions  to  do  so. 
Indeed,  the  fact  that  the  firing  was  specially  prohibited, 
unless  at  certain  times,  is  the  strongest  evidence  that  it  was 
within  the  ordinary  bounds  of  the  crew's  duty;  else  why  pro- 
hibit itt  Smith  had  been  the  commander  and  sailing  master 
of  the  yacht  for  years  past,  and  he  knew  well  what  his  duties 
were;  and  if  the  firing  had  not  been  a  part  of  his  duties, 
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even  without  instructions  from  FeAring,  it  must  be  presumed 
he  would  not  have  fired  the  gun.  But  it  is  manifest  that  it 
wad  because  he  believed  he  was  performing  his  duties  that 
he  tf'ndered  this  salute  to  the  squadron.  It  must,  therefore* 
be  taken  for  granted  that  the  act  of  Smith,  whereby  the 
accident  occurred,  was  strictly  within  the  line  of  his  duties, 
notwithstanding  he  was  forbidden  to  perform  it;  and  it  is  an 
elementary  principle  that  you  cannot  bind  innocent  and  third 
parties,  who  have  been  injured,  by  proving  private  instruc- 
tions to  servants  not  to  perform  certain  acts,  Acts  ordinarily 
performed  within  the  line  of  their  duties. 

After  having  said  thus  much  as  to  what  their  legitimate 
duties  are,  let  us  see  whether  Mr.  Fearing  would  not  be  held 
liable  for  acts  done  by  his  commander,  which  injure  others, 
even  if  those  acts  had  been  some  two  years  before  prohibited. 
Suppose  Captain  Fearing  to  be  on  board  his  yacht,  his  sail- 
ing master,  Smith,  in  command  of  the  vessel,  the  wind 
abeam ;  and  another  vessel  is  seen  approaching  in  directly 
the  opposite  course,  having  the  wind  also  on  her  beam,  and 
the  ships  are  meeting  end  on,  and  Captain  Fearing  gives  the 
command  to  put  the  helm  to  port,  which  is  the  proper  com- 
mand, the  other  vessel  having  received  the  like  command, 
and,  instead  of  putting  the  helm  hard  to  port.  Smith,  the 
sailing  master,  in  the  face  of  Mr.  Fearing's  command,  puts 
his  helm  hard  a  starboard,  and  a  collision  takes  place ;  Mr. 
Fearing  or  his  vessel  would  certainly  be  held  liable  for  the 
injury  to  the  other  vessel ;  because  article  2  of  an  act  fixing 
rules  and  regulations  for  preventing  collisions  on  water, 
passed  April,  1864  (and  which,  by  the  way,  is  now  the  sail- 
ing regulation  of  all  the  world),  declares,  ^^  if  two  sailing  ves- 
sels are  meeting,  end  on  or  nearly  end  on,  so  as  to  involve 
risk  of  collision,  the  helms  of  both  shall  be  put  to  port,  so 
that  each  may  pass  on  the  port  side  of  the  other.^  Now, 
this  is  the  aptest  kind  of  an  illustration ;  and  if  Mr.  Fearing 
had  been  absent  from  his  vessel,  and  the  sailing  master  had, 
after  receiving  positive  instructions  from  Mr.  Fearing  to  obey 
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th'e  law  in  relatioii  to  patting  his  helm  to  port,  instead  of 
patting  his  helm  to  port,  pat  it  hard  to  starboard,  thereby 
causing  the  collision,  surely  the  absence  of  Mr.  Fearing  would 
not  have  exonerated  his  vessel  or  himself  from  liability,  more 
than  if  he  had  been  on  board;  and  certainly  the  law  wiU 
hold  Mr.  Fearing  strictly  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  sailing 
master  in  firing  this  gun  improperly,  as  much  as  it  would  for 
the  act  of  such  sailing  master  in  disobeying  his  orders,  as  I 
have  illustrated  above. 

I  might  stop  here  without  citing  a  single  authority,  because 
I  hold  that  judges  are  not  bound  to  treat  the  court  as  a  thing 
of  words,  dates,  readings  and  decisions,  but  as  a  living  fact, 
in  close  relation  to  other  living  facts,  and  having  in  itself  the 
germs  of  growth  and  change;  and  1  would  be  justified  in 
saying,  without  adding  another  word,  that  the  judgment 
below  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  But  let 
us  see  what  some  of  the  most  eminent  elementary  writers 
and  some  of  the  ablest  decisions  say  upon  this  question.  One 
of  the  earliest  cases  in  the  books,  and  one  directly  in  point, 
iEi  to  be  found  in  the  first  volume  of  decisions  of  Lord  Mans- 
field, by  Evans^  page  98.  That  was  the  case  ot  the  capture 
of  a  ship  by  the  enemy,  where  it  was  agreed  between  the 
captors  and  the  captain  of  the  captured  ship  that  one  of  die 
sailors  should  be  retained  as  a  hostage  until  the  ransom  fixed 
by  the  captain  with  the  enemy  for  the  ship  should  be  paid. 
The  sailor  consented  to  be  retained  or  imprisoned  by  the 
enemy,  provided  that  the  owners  of  the  captured  ship  would, 
during  his  captivity,  pay  his  regular  wages,  which  was  agreed 
to  by  the  captain.  The  captain  brought  the  ship  home,  but 
the  agreement  on  his  part  with  the  captors  was  repudiated 
by  the  owners,  and  the  ship  was  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the 
•captors.  After  the  seaman  obtained  his  liberty  he  returned 
and  sued  the  owners  for  his  wages  during  his  imprisonment. 
The  answer  set  up  was,  that  the  captain  had  no  authority  to 
bind  the  owners  in  such  a  case,  and  that  his  doing  so  was 
illegal  and  entirely  without  the  line  of  his  duties,  and  con- 
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trary  to  the  statute  law  of  England.  Lord  Mansfield, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  courts  held  that,  although  it 
was  not  within  the  strict  line  of  his  ordinary  duties,  and 
although  the  law  forbade  the  captain  doing  so,  yet,  as  the 
captain  believed  he  was  doing  his  duty  when  ransoming  the 
ship,  and  upon  principle,  he  should  recover.  And  this  deci- 
sion was  coincided  in  by  all  the  legal  minds  of  the  day. 
Now,  there  was  an  unlawful  act  perpetrated  by  the  captain, 
an  act  forbidden  by  his  owners  and  by  the  law  of  the  land, 
and  one  which  might  be  considered  entirely  beyond  the  line 
of  his  duty;  and  yet,  because  the  sailor  was  injured  by  deten- 
tion, and  because  the  captain  had  it  in  his  power  so  to  stipu- 
late, it  was  held  he  could  recover.  The  next  case  of  any 
moment  we  find  in  the  English  books  is  that  of  Sleath  agt. 
Wilaon  {9th  Car.  <&  PaynCy  612),  decided  by  Lord  Erskine, 
wherein  that  able  jurist  held  ^'that  whenever  the  master 
intrusted  the  servant  with  the  control  of  the  horses  and  car- 
riage, it  is  no  answer  that  the  servant  acted  improperly  in 
the  management  of  it."  ^^If  it  were,  proceeds  that  learned 
judge,  ^'it  might  be  contended  that,  if  a  master  directs  his 
servant  to  drive  slowly,  and  if  the  servant  disobeys  his  orders 
and  drives  fast,  and  through  his  negligence  occasions  an 
injury,  the  master  will  not  be  liable;  but  (saith  Lord  Eks- 
kine)  that  is  not  the  law ;  the  master  in  such  a  case  wUl  be 
liable,  and  the  ground  is,  that  he  has  put  it  in  his  servant's 
power  to  mismanage  the  carriage  by  intrusting  it  with 
him,"  and  he  therefore  held  that  defendant  should  be  held 
liable. 

Now,  the  case  at  bar  and  the  one  last  cited  are  very  simi- 
lar, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  instruments  working 
the  injury  were  very  dissimilar,  the  one  being  a  servant  and 
a  pair  of  horses,  and  the  other  being  a  servant  and  a  yacht. 
Both  disobeyed  the  instructions  of  their  masters,  and  both 
thereby  caused  injury  to  the  plaintiffs  in  the  different  actions. 
One  disobeyed  his  master's  directions  in  taking  the  horses 
back  to  their  stable  out  of  their  usual  way,  to  perform 
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errands  of  his  own ;  the  other^  when  taking  the  yacht,  at  his 
master's  request^  to  her  usual  rendezvous,  fired  a  salute 
which  he  was  not  instructed  to  fire,  thereby  causing  the 
injury.  The  principles  involved  are  precisely  similar,  and 
the  ruling  in  the  one  case  should  govern  the  ruling  of  the 
other. 

The  rule  that  the  master  shall  be  liable  for  the  tortious 
acts  of  his  servant  is  of  universal  application.  The  maxim  is 
^^  respondeat  superior.^  If  the  act  be  done  in  the  course  of 
his  employment,  the  master  is  liable,  even  if  he  forbade  the 
act  to  be  done.  Such  was  the  decision  of  Mr.  Justice  Gbieb, 
in  the  case  of  Derby  agt.  The  Philadelphia  and  Beading  Bait^ 
road  Co*  (14  Hoto.  U.  8.  S.  C.  JR.  p.  483),  where  the  ques- 
tion came  fairly  up,  and  where  the  doctrine  I  contend  for 
was  reviewed  and  reaffirmed  in  the  most  explicit  terms.  Derby 
had  sued  the  company  for  injuries  to  his  person;  the  loco- 
motive causing  the  injury  was  run  by  an  engineer  employed 
by  the  road,  who  had  express  instructions  not  to  run  his 
engine  on  the  road  that  day.  Contrary  to  such  instructions, 
he  ran  his  engine,  and  in  doing  so  injured  plaintifi^,  and  tiie 
company  was  held  liable.  Now  the  case  of  Derby  is  pre- 
cisely similar  to  the  one  at  bar;  there  the  engineer  was  on 
that  day  expressly  forbidden  to  run  his  engine  on  the  track ; 
he  did  run  her,  and  caused  the  injury,  and  the  company  was 
held  liable.  Here  the  sailing  master  had  received  instruc- 
tions two  years  previous  not  to  fire  salutations  without  per- 
mission ;  while  in  his  master's  employ,  in  bringing  up  the 
yacht  to  her  place  of  destination,  he  did  fire  one  which 
caused  the  injury,  and  his  employer  should  be  held  liable. 
In  some  of  the  cases  cited  on  the  defendant's  points,  and  in 
others  not  on  his  points,  there  are  to  be  found  dicta^  which, 
when  severed  from  the  context,  might  seem  to  countenance' 
the  doctrine  that  the  master  is  not  liable  if  the  servant  act  in 
disobedience  of  his  orders;  but  it  will  be  seen  on  a  careful 
examination  that  the  question  depended  on  whether  he  was 
or  was  not,  at  the  time,  in  the  relation  of  master  and  ser- 
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vant;  and  I  know  that  in  some  of  those  cases  some  subtle 
and  astute  distinctions  are  drawn  as  to  when  the  servant  is 
acting  in  his  master's  employ ;  yet  I  can  find  no  case  con- 
trary to  the  views  expressed  above.  The  elementary  writers 
all  agree  that  the  master  is  liable  for  the  acts  of  his  servant, 
although  those  acts  may  be  contrary  to  his  orders. 

*  Judge  StorT;  in  his  treatise  on  Agency ^  says  that  the  mas- 
ter must  be  held  liable  in  civil  suits  for  "the  frauds,  deceits, 
concealments,  misrepresentations,  torts,  negligences,  and 
other  malfeasance  or  malfeasances  and  omissions  of  duty  of 
his  agent,  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  although  the 
principal  did  not  authorize,  or  justify,  or  participate  in,  or 
indeed  know  of,  such  misconduct,  or  even  if  he  forbade  the 
acts."  Chancellor  Kent,  in  his  CommentarieSj  holds  the 
same  rule;  and  both  of  these  eminent  writers  cite  a  large 
number  of  authorities  in  support  of  their  views.  {Story  on 
Agency,  p.  637,  notes  1,.2  and  3.) 

It  cannot  be  said  in  this  case  that  Smith  was  not  acting  in 
the  line  of  his  duty  when  he  fired  the  gun ;  he  was.  He 
was  bringing  the  yacht  to  the  pla<;e  where  his  master  directed 
him  to  bring  her;  he  was  in  sole  command,  and  was  man- 
ceuvring  her,  exchanging  courtesies  and  salutations  with  other 
vessels,  all  of  which  was  in  the  strict  line  of  his  duty. 
One  act  of  his  duty  he  was  directed,  two  years  before,  to 
omit;  he  did  not  omit,  but  committed  the  act,  and  did  it  so 
negligently  that  he*  injured  others.  Now,  as  I  have  said 
before,  all  wrongs  have  remedies  in  law,  and,  pray,  where  is 
the  remedy  here  T  Who  is  to  compensate  this  innocent  man 
for  the  great  injury  and  wrong  he  has  suffered,  without  the 
slightest  negligence  on  his  part!  Not  the  ferry  company, 
who  were  carrying  hini  to  his  home,  and  who  did  not  con- 
tribute to  the  negligence.  It  is  idle  to  answer  that  the 
plaintifi*  may  have  recourse  to  Smith,  when  the  law  gived 
him  the  option  to  sue  either  the  master  or  the  servant. 
Smith's  responsibility  is  not  so  apparent  as  that  of  the  owner 

of  the  yacht;  but,  however  that  may  be,  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
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exercise  of  an  election  accorded  him  bj  the  kw,  has  chosen 
to  come  against  the  principal.  Instead  of  turning  the  plain- 
tiff round  to  Smith,  the  defendant,  as  principal,  may  seek 
indemnity  for  any  damages  he  may  sustain  in  this  action,  by 
a  suit  against  his  agent  for  disobedience  of  his  instructions 
The  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


•  ♦  • 


COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

Perry  G.  Tanner,  respondent  agt.  Anjson  C.  Parshall^ 

appellant. 

.  Where  the  principal  question  litigated  apon  tbe  trial  wae,  whether  the  plaintiff  soM 
his  horse  to  tbe  defendant  for  $500,  or  whether  be  was  delivered  to  the  defendant 
to  be  taken  to  New  York  bj  a  third  person  and  sold  on  plaintiff's  aceonnt,and  the 
testimony  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was  directly  ia  eonflict  npon  the  qneatioBt 

JBMd,  that  the  plaintiff  was  properly  permitted  to  show  that,  on  the  same  day  that 
he  claimed  to  have  sold  the  horse  to  the  defendant,  he  went  to  his  (plaintiff's) 
store,  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  made  an  entry  in  his  book  of  aoconnts^ 
charging  tbe  defendant  with  the  horse,  at  $500,  and  that  he  tvisequerUly  exhibited 
this  entry  to  the  defendant,  who  admitted  its  accoracy.    (QROVfiB,  J.,  dis$aUiMg.) 

March  Term,  1867. 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court,  rendered  in  the  sixth  district,  in  favor  of  tiie 
plaintiff.  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  purchase 
price  of  a  horse  alleged  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered  to 
the  defendant  in  September,  1856,  and  came  on  for  a  second 
trial  at  the  Otsego  circuit,  in  June,  1860.  Tbe  principal 
question  litigated  on  the  trial  was,  whether  the  horse  was 
sold  to  the  defendant  for  $500,  or  whether  he  was  delivered 
to  the  defendant  to  be  taken  to  New  York  by  one  Baird  and 
sold  on  plaintiff's  account ;  and  on  this  question  the  testi- 
mony of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  was  directly  in  conflict^ 
and,  with  other  evidence  more  or  less  bearing  upon  tbe 
truth  of  the  version  of  either  party,  was  submitted  to  tbe 
jury,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff.     On  the  trial  tixe  plainti^ 
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uader  the  objection  and  exception  of  the  defi^dant,  was  p^- 
mitted  to  show  that,  on  the  same  day  that  he  claimed  to 
have  sold  the  horse  to  the  defendant,  he  went  to  his  store^ 
and,  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant,  made  an  entry  in  his 
book  of  accounts,  charging  the  defendant  with  the  horse,  at 
$500,  and  that  he  subsequently  exhibited  this  entry  to  the 
defendant,  who  admitted  its  accuracy.  The  judge  allowed 
the  entry  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  and  charged  that  it  was  a 
circumstance  tending  to  prove  the  alleged  sale.  The  princi- 
pal question  in  the  case  is,  whether  this  evidence  was  pro- 
perly admitted.  There  are  some  other  questions  arising  upon 
the  admissiou  and  rejection  of  evidence. 

John  H.  Retnolds,  far  appellant. 
L.  J.  BuRDETT,  for  respondent 

'  Bunt,  J.  This  case  was  eminently  one  for  the  jury.  We 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  decision.  We  accept  it  as  the 
oorrect  determination  of  the  disputed  &cts  before  them.  The 
legal  proposition  before  us  is  quite  simple.  We  are  not 
called  upon  to  decide  whether  the  entry  by  the  plaintiff  of 
the  sale  of  the  horse  to  the  defendant,  in  the  plaintiff's  book^ 
was  part  of  the  res  gest€ey  nor  are  we  to  decide  whether  the 
entry  above  would  have  been  competent  evidence.  Here 
the  offer  to  read  the  entry  was  accompanied  by  the  o^r, 
also,  to  prove  that  the  entry  was  subsequently  read  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  he  admitted  its  correctness.  That  a 
statement  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  whether  verbal 
or  written,  charging  the  latter  with  the  purchase  of  a  horse; 
at  the  agreed  price  of  8500,  which  statement  was  then 
assented  to  by  the  defendant,  is  competent  evidence  against 
the  latter,  would  seem  to  be  too  plain  a  proposition  for  discus- 
flion.  '  The  offer,  as  made,  was  proved,  and  was  corroborated 
by  the  defendant,  so  far  as  that  he  admitted  that  the  statement 
was  read  over  to  him.  He  denied  that  he  admitted  its  cop* 
rectneaa,  or  promised  to  pay  it.    The  charge  to  the  jury  was 
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upon  the  same  subject  matter,  and  in  reference  to  the  whole 
of  the  same.  I  think  there  could  have  been  no  misleading 
of  the  jury,  and  no  misunderstanding  by  them  of  the  ques- 
tions before  them.  The  judge  further  charged  the  jury  that, 
in  determining  whether  the  defendant  bought  the  horse  and 
agreed  to  pay  $500  for  him,  they  had  no  right  to  take  into 
consideration  the  actual  value,  or  the  unsoundness  of  the 
horse,  as  a  circumstance  bearing  on  that  question.  If  the 
jury  had  been  engaged  in  deciding  whether  the  defendant 
had  made  a  good  bargain  in  purchasing  the  horse,  such  evi- 
dence would  have  been  material.  So  if  there  had  been 
inquiry  whether  there  had  been  a  breach  of  ao  alleged  war- 
ranty of  soundness,  the  evidence  referred  to  would  have  been 
important.  But  it  was  entirely  immaterial  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  defendant  had  purchased  the  horse,  or  had 
received  him  from  the  plaintiff  to  sell  on  his  account.  As  a 
legal  proposition,  it  could  have  no  tendency  to  esl^blish 
either  a  sale  or  an  agency.  There  was  no  error  in  the 
instruction  to  the  jury.  Neither  was  there  any  error  in  this 
instruction,  that  if  the  defendant  heard  the  remark  which  the 
plaintiff's  daughter  testified  that  the  father  made  to  her, 
^Hhat  he  had  sold  Billy,"  and  did  not  deny  it,  it  was  com- 
plete evidence.  The  presence  of  the  parties  there,  the  tak- 
ing away  of  the  horse  by  the  defendant,  would  justify  the 
jury  in  applying  the  remark  to  the  horse  in  question. 
Judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Groveb,  J.  (dissenling,)  No  question  was  made  but  that 
the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  read  the  entry  on  his 
book  charging  the  horse  to  the  defendant,  at  five  hundred 
dollars,  and  that  the  latter  promised  to  pay  it,  was  compe- 
tent. But  did  this  render  competent  the  additional  testi- 
mony of  the  plaintiff,  that  he  made  the  entry  immediately 
after  the  alleged  sale.  The  case  shows  that  this  latter  testi- 
mony was  used  as  independent  evidence  of  a  sale  of  the 
horse  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant.    It  appears  from  the 
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charge  that  the  jury  were  told  by  the  learned  justice  that,  if 
the  plaintiff  made  a  memorandum  or  entry  of  the  sale  imme- 
diately after  he  got  down  to  the  store,  it  would  be  a  circum- 
stance tending  to  show  the  alleged  sale.  The  question  is 
whether  the  evidence  was  competent  for  this  purpose.  If  it 
was,  the  charge  was  correct.  If  not,  the  reception  of  the 
evidence,  and  the  charge,  were  erroneous.  The  only  point 
in  issue  vras,  whether  the  defendant  purchased  the  horse  of 
the  plaintiff.  Upon  this  point  the  evidence  was  conflicting. 
The  inquiry  is,  whether  reading  the  entry  or  charge  to  the 
defendant  a  long  time  afterwards,  and  his  promise  to  pay  the 
amount,  rendered  testimony  that  the  entry  was  made  by 
plaintiff  immediately  after  his  arrival  at  the  store,  after  the 
alleged  sale,  competent  evidence  of  such  sale.  The  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant  denying  such  promise,  and  that  he 
emphatically  repudiated  the  claim,  can  have  no  bearing  upon 
the  questiotn.  It  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  as  to  the 
credibility  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  duty  of  the  judge,  in 
deciding  upon  the  competency  of  evidence,  to  regard  the  tes- 
timony of  each  as  possibly  true.  It  is  an  elementary  princi- 
ple that  a  party  cannot  give  his  own  acts  or  declarations  in 
evidence  in  his  own  favor,  unless  a  part  of  the  res  gesUo. 
Making  the  charge  was  no  part  of  the  transaction  between 
the  parties,  and  not,  therefore,  admissible  upon  that  ground. 
How  can  the  alleged  promise  of  payment  by  the  defendant 
make  the  time  when  the  charge  was  made  by  plaintiff,  or 
the  fact  that  it  was  made  by  him,  admissible  evidence  against 
the  defendant?  What  the  defendant  had  the  right  of  prov- 
ing was,  what  occurred  between  the  parties  at  the  time  the 
entry  was  made,  and  this  as  an  admission  of  the  defendant. 
This  could  not  make  any  other  evidence  competent,  unless 
necessary  to  explain  the  admission  which  that  admission 
referred  to,  and  which  the  circumstances  showed  was  referred 
to  in  the  conversation.  This  did  not  include  the  time  of 
making  the  charge,  or  who  made  it.  Evidence,  I  think,  of 
these  latter  facts  was  incompetent,  and  its  admission  error 
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Evidence  of  another  person  was  received^  that  he  saw  the 
entry  on  the  book  shortly  alter  the  delivery  of  the  horse. 
This  was  also  incompetent.  In  reference  to  this  evidence, 
the  judge  charged  the  jury  that  making  the  charge  by  plain- 
tiff; immediately  upon  his  return  to  the  store,  was  evidence 
of  a  sale  of  the  horse.  This,  I  think,  was  also  error.  Thia 
part  of  the  charge  was  not  qualified  by  stating  that  it  would 
be  evidence  provided  the  jury  believed  that  the  defendant 
had  promised  to  pay  subsequently.  It  would  not  have  been 
correct  if  so  qualified.  There  was  no  pretence  that  the 
defendant  made  any  admission  of  the  time  when  the  charge 
was  made,  or  by  whom.  The  case  shows  that  the  defendant 
might  have  been  prejudiced  by  this  evidence.  When  the 
issue  was,  whether  the  horse  was  sold  to  the  defendant,  or 
whether  he  was  to  deliver  him  to  Baird  to  take  to  New  York 
and  sell  on  plaintiff's  account,  proof  that  the  plaintiff  made 
such  a  charge  directly  after  the  transaction,  and  ]»efore  any 
dispute  arose,  might  have  a  controlling  eflfect  upon  the 
jury.  I  think  proof  of  the  chattel  mortgage  given  by 
Baird  to  defendant  also  inadmissible.  These  transactions 
between  Baird  and  defendant  had  no  tendency  to  show 
upon  what  terms  the  defendant  received  the  horse  in  ques- 
tion. The  only  effect  produced  thereby  would  be,  possibly, 
to  create  a  prejudice  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  against  the 
defendant. 

I  think  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

Concurring  in  the  opinion  of  Hunt,  J.,  Porter,  Wright, 
ScRUQHAM,  BocKES  and  Parker,  Judges,  and  Davies, 
Ch.  J. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 
Anthony  Mason  agt.  Benjahim  M.  Anthony. 

An  atappel  in  pais  may  be  nrged  against  the  d^aue  of  utury.  And  this  estoppel  ia 
as  applicable  to  an  indorter  of  an  aoeommodation  promissory  note,  who  repreeents 
that  the  note  is  valid  bnsinese  paper,  as  to  the  maker  of  the  note. 

September  Temty  1867, 

Appeal  from  judgment  of  the  supreme  court. 

The  action  was  on  a  promissory  note  for  $100,  made  by 
Wm.  Jackson,  Jr.,  to  the  order  of  the  defendant,  and  indorsed 
by  him. 

The  defense  was  usury.  The  case  was  referred  to  a  referee 
to  hear  and  determine,  who  found  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 
The  general  term,  on  appeal,  reversed  the  judgment  and 
ordered  a  new  trial.  Thereupon  the  defendant  appealed  to 
this  court,  stipulating  that  judgment  absolute  might  be 
entered  against  him,  in  case  the  order  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed. 

BocKES,  J.  The  facts  found  and  stated  by  the  referee 
clearly  present  the  only  question  involved  in  this  case. 

The  referee  found  that  the  note  was  usurious  in  its  incep- 
tion, and  was  passed  to  the  plaintiff  before  due ;  that  before 
the  purchase  by  him,  the  defendant  was  informed  by  the 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  latter  was  about  to  buy  the 
note,  and  desired  to  know  if  it  was  usurious;  that  the  defend- 
ant replied  that  it  was  not  usurious,  that  there  was  a  consid- 
eration paid  for  every  dollar  of  it. 

As  a  conclusion  of  law,  the  referee  found  and  decided 
^'that  the  representations  of  the  defendant,  if  made  by  the 
maker  of  the  note,  would  have  operated  by  way  of  an  estop- 
pel to  prevent  his  availing  himself  of  the  defense  of  usury  j 
but  that  an  accommodation  indorser  could  not,  by  his 
representations,  charge  the  maker  of  a  usurious  note,  and 
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that  a  recovery  against  the  indorser  would  in  effect  charge 
the  niaker.'^ 

It  has  been  settled  in  the  supreme  court,  in  numerous 
cases,  that  an   estoppel  in  pais  may  be  urged  against  the 
defense  of  usury,  the  same  as  in  any  other  case  where  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  is  applicable.     The  decisions  in 
that  court  are  numerous  and  uniform.     (Ferguson  agt.  JTam- 
Uton^  35  Barb.  427;    Chatnherlin  agt.  Toumsendj  26  Barb. 
611;  The  Merchants?  Bank  of  Brooklyn  agt.  Totensendy  17 
HoiP.  Pr.  R.  569 ;    Truscott  agt.  BaviSy  4  Barb.  495 ;    Dotoe 
agt.  Schutty  2  DeniOy  621.)     The  rule  was  also  well  settled 
in  the  late  court  of  chancery.     (Hdhnes  agt.  WiUiamSy  10 
Paigey  326 ;  Mitchell  agt.  Oakley y  7  PaigCy  68.)     Also  in  the 
superior  court.     {Clark  agt.  Sisson,  4  Denioy  408.)     It  is  the 
same  in  Connecticut  (Roe  agt.  JeromCy  18  Conn.  138;  Mid- 
dletoum  Bank  agt.  JeromCy  18  Conn.  443),  and  perhaps  m 
some  other  states.     The  estoppel,  too,  has  often  been  held 
to  be  available  against  an  indorser,  as  well  as  maker.     The 
distinction  marked  by  the  referee,  and  on  which  he  based 
his  decision,  has  never  been  recognized  in  any  reported  case, 
nor  is  it  sound  in  theory.     There  can  be  no  reason  why  an 
indorser  should  not  be  estopped  by  his  representation  that 
the  note  is  valid  business  paper,  as  well  as  the  maker.     The 
consequences  to  the  purchaser  are  the  same  in  both  cases. 

There  is  a  question,  however,  not  considered  in  any  of  the 
cases,  which  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  rule  apparently  so 
well  established  in  the  supreme  court  It  is  this,  whether 
the  doctrine  of  estoppel  in  pais  should  have  application  to  the 
defense  of  usury.  This  question  is  worthy  of  coasideration, 
and  is  still  open  in  this  court.  Judge  Denio  seems  to  have 
had  it  in  mind  when  discussing  the  subject  in  The  Bank  of 
Genesee  agt.  The  Patchin  Bank  (13  N.  Y.  31b).  In  speak- 
ing of  the  rule,  he  says :  ^^  This  is  carrying  the  principle  of 
estoppel  to  the  length  of  protecting  a  transaction  prohibited 
by  a  positive  law,  founded  lipon  considerations  of  public 
policy."    He  adds,  ^4t  is  not  necessary  to  afBnn  that  doe- 
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trine  in  this  case  f  hence  he  refrained  from  entering  upon  its 
examination.  The  point  was  commented  on  in  Ferguson 
agt.  Hamilton  (35  Barb,  427),  and  suggestions  were  made, 
here  unnecessary  to  repeat.  On  careful  reflection  and  dis- 
cussion,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  an  estoppel  in  pais  may 
urged  against  thie  defense  of  usury. 

The  same  considerations  of  morality  and  public  policy  exist 
in  that  as  in  other  cases  where  the  doctrine  of  estoppel 
obtains.  Nor  should  we,  on  other  than  grounds  of  absolute 
necessity,  disturb  a  rule  which  has  so  long  controlled  the 
business  affairs  of  the  country,  and  been  relied  on  as  settled 
law. 

The  order  appealed  from  must  be  affirmed,  and  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to'  judgment  absolute,  pursuant  to  the  stipu- 
lation given  on  the  appeal. 

AH  affirm. 


•  »• 


N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 
Mabgaret  Irvine  agt.  Amasa  Spring  and  others. 

No  clerk  of  an  attorney  at  law,  however  extendve  his  general  powers  maj  h%  eaa 
di9eon.tifMU  an  action  without  the  consent  of  his  principaL 

Special  Termy  May^  1865. 
Before  Justice  McCunn. 

Motion  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  an  order  entered  for  the 
discontinuance  of  this  action. 

« 

Mr.  Cutler,  for  the  motion. 
Mr.  NiLES,  opposed. 

Mc  CuNN,  J.  In  this  case  it  appears  that  a  trial  was  had 
at  circuit,  on  the  9th  of  November  last,  before  a  jury,  and  the 
plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  of  $400;  that  before  judgment 
was  perfected,  or  costs  taxed,  Mr.  Niles^  the  defendants'  attor- 
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ney,  approached  a  person  by  the  name  of  Walsh^  who  had 
at  times  acted  as  clerk  in  the  ofSce  of  plaintifFs  attorney, 
and  procured  from  him,  unknown  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
a  consent  to  the  effect  that  an  order  might  be  entered  dis- 
continuing the  action  on  payment  of  $400;  the  amount  of 
the  verdict;  saying  nothing  of  the  costs.  On  this  consent  an 
order  was  accordingly  entered  discontinuing  the  action. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  no  clerk,  however  extensive  his  gen- 
eral powers  may  be,  can  discontinue  an  action  without  the 
consent  of  his  principal;  indeed,  the  courts  are  so  jealous  of 
the  interests  of  the  different  suitors  that  they  will  only  allow 
an  attorney  to  give  a  satisfaction  piece  within  two  years  after 
entry  of  judgment;  and  that  on  receiving  the  full  amount  of 
the  claim. 

The  person  claiming  to  be  the  clerk  of  plaintiff's  attorney, 
and  who  consented  to  the  entry  of  the  order  of  discontinu- 
ance; makes  two  affidavits  on  this  motion;  one  for  the  plain- 
tiff and  one  for  the  defendant ;  and  as  there  was  some  slight 
contradiction  in  the  affidavits,  I  ordered  the  appearance  of 
Walsh  in  court  and  examined  him;  and  then  I  learned  that 
Mr.  Niles  handed  t65  to  Walsh  individually;  in  consideration 
that  he;  Walsh,  should  receive  the  certified  check  of  $400  for 
Mr.  Cutler,  and  sign  the  consent  to  enter  the  order  of  discon- 
tinuance. 

Under  such  a  state  of  fkcts,  I  deem  it  my  duty  not  only  to 
set  aside  the  order  of  the  20th  of  December  unconditionally, 
but  to  deny  the  defendants'  attorney's  request  for  tune  to 
make  a  case. 

Motion  granted,  with  $10  cosfak 


NEW  YOKK  PBACnOE  REPORTS.  481 

BoUeB  agt.  Dnff. 


SUPREME  COUET. 
Jesse  N.  Bolles,  receiver^  agt.  John  A.  Duff  and  others. 

It  iB  a  general  role  of  conrts  of  equity  that,  when  anything  is  doe  to  a  vMrtgagee  «» 
paucMnoTij  he  will  not  be  deprived  of  such  poaaession  by  any  appointment  of  a 
ftawtr* 

And  particularly  is  this  so  when  the  mortgagee  is  responsible  and  is  able  to  account 
for  and  pay  any  excess  of  rents  and  profits,  after  the  payment  of  his  debt,  or  will 
give  security  to  do  so. 

But  where  it  appears  that  the  mortgagee  is  irresponsible,  or  that  the  rents  and  profits 
would  be  lost  or  would  be  in  danger  of  loss,  or  that  the  mortgagee  was  committing 
waste  upon  or  materially  injuring  the  premises,  a  difierent  rule  would  prevail, 
and  a  receiver  would  be  appointed. 

Where  an  interlocutory  decree  of  a  judge  involves  an  adjudication  that  the  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  who  is  also  appointed  receiver,  is  entitled  to  remain  in  posses- 

'  sion  as  such  mortgagee  until  the  coming  in  of  a  referee's  report ;  although  such 
adjudication  would  not  prevent  the  court  from  removing  him  from  his  office  of 
receiver,  for  proper  cause  shown,  at  any  time  before  the  coming  in  of  such  report, 
.  yet,  if  not  as  a  matter  ret  adjudicaiay  as  matter  of  judicial  decorum,  it  precludes 
his  removal  by  any  other  judge  of  the  court,  for  any  cause  existing  h^ore  such ' 
interlocutory  order,  than  the  judge  by  whom  such  order  was  made 

New  TorJc  Special  Temty  November^  1867. 

• 

Before  E.  Darwin  Smith,  Jmtice. 

Motion  upon  order  to  show  cause  why  the  defendant  Duff 
should  not  be  removed  as  receiver,  &c. 

B.  C.  Thayer  and 
DAVUi  Dudley  Fiei.d,  for  plaintiff. 
Brown,  Hall  &  Vanderpoel,  and 
John  Graham,  for  defendant. 

E.  Darwin  Smith,  J.  From  the  papers  presented  upon 
this  motion,  it*  appears  that  on  the  29th  day  of  June,  1866, 
an  interlocutory  decree  was  made  in  this  cause  by  Justice 
Potter,  in  and  by  which  it  was  adjudged  that  the  defendant 
Duff,  at  the  time  he  acquired  title  and  took  possession  of  the 
premises  in  controversy  in  this  action,  was  and  is  a  mort- 
gagee of  said  property,  in  possession,  and  was  bound  to 

account  for  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  him ;  and  it  was 
Vol..  XXXV.  81 
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referred  to  a  referee  named  in  said  decree  to  take  and  state 
an  accoant  between  the  said  parties^  from  the  22d  day  of 
January,  1863,  to  the  date  of  his  report,  and  in  which  the 
defendant  Duff  be  allowed  the  money  paid  by  him  for  said 
property,  with  interest  thereon,  and  all  taxes,  assessments, 
insurance,  necessary  and  reasonable  repairs,  with  interest, 
and  the  cost  of  and  interest  on  all  such  improvements  as  have 
added  permanent  value  to  the  property  and  have  increased 
the  rents  and  income  thereof,  and  an  allowance  of  $1,000 
^er  annum  for  his  energy  and  efficient  management  of  the 
property,  and  that  said  referee  make  annual  rests,  for  the 
purpose  of  computing  interest  on  the  balance.  The  question 
of  costs,  and  all  other  questions  not  expressly  settled  in  said 
decree  and  in  the  conclusions  of  law  and  fact  therein,  were 
reserved  until  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report.  In  pur- 
suance of  this  decree,  the  referee  named  therein  proceeded  to 
take  and  state  the  account  of  the  defendant  Duff,  as  therein 
directed,  who  had  presented  his  accounts  against  the  said 
property,  in  which  he  clain^ed  a  balance  due  him  of  about 
$52,000  over  all  receipts  from  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
same. 

It  further  appears  that  after  said  DufI  had  so  rendered  his 
accounts  before  said  referee,  and  while  the  investigation  of 
the  same  was  going  on  before  him,  application  was  made  to 
the  court,  upon  affidavits  asserting  that  the  said  defendant 
was  overpaid,  and  that  he  had  made  false  charges  against  the 
property,  and  was  guilty  of  fraud  and  other  misconduct  in 
relation  thereto,  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  said  property,  and  to  remove  the  said 
Duff  from  all  trust  or  control  over  the  same. 

This  application  came  on  to  be  heard  at  chambers,  before 
Judge  Leonabd,  in  July  last,  and  was  heard  by  him  upon 
very  voluminous  affidavits  and  other  papers,  and  finally 
resulted  in  a  decision  and  an  order,  made  on  the  29th  of  July 
last,  by  the  said  judge,  in  and  by  which  he  appointed  said 
Duff  receiver  of  said  property,  and  also  further  ordered  that 


KEW  YOKE.  PBACnCE  EEPOBXa  4S3 

BoUes  agt  DoiT. 

the  plaintiff  may  have  leave  to  apply  to  change  the  receiver 
for  cause,  on  coming  in  of  the  referee's  report,  and  that  the 
receiver  by  this  order  appointed  do  make  semi-annual  reports 
of  his  proceedings,  &c. 

This  motion  to  remove  said  receiver,  is  the  next  proceed- 
ing in  court  in  the  cause,  and  is  made  before  the  coming  in 
of  the  referee's  report,  and  while  the  proceeding  for  the 
accounting  is  still  pending  before  the  said  referee,  and  while 
an  appeal  is  pending  also  from  this  order  of  Judge  Leonajid 
'  appointing  such  receiver.  It  is  apparent  from  the  decree 
made  by  Judge  Potteb,  and  this  view  is  confirmed  by  letter 
from  him,  produced  and  read  on  the  hearing,  that  he  pro- 
perly abstained  from  appointing  a  receiver  in  the  action, 
among  other  reasons,  on  the  ground  that  Duff  was  a  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  and  was,  as  such,  being  abundantly 
responsible,  entitled  to  remain  in  possession  until  his  debt 
was  paid.  It  is  unquestionably,  as  a  general  rule,  the  settled 
doctrine  of  the  courts  of  equity  that  when  anything  is  due  to 
a  mortgagee  in  possession  he  will  not  be  deprived  of  such 
possession  by  any  appointment  of  a  receiver.  {Edwards  on 
BeceiverSy  53;  1  HiUiard  an  Mart.  441;  13  Vesey,  Zll]  16 
Id.  469;  Trentor  agt.  Woodruff,  2  Green.  210.) 

In  Hew  agt.  Moore  (2  Joe.  &  Walker ,  6b2).  Lord  Eldon 
said :  '^  Considering  the  question  as  between  mortgagor  and 
"mortgagee,  I  do  not  know  of  any  instance  where  a  mort- 
"gagee  in  possession  has  said  by  answer  that  anything  was 
*'  due  him,  that  the  court  has  tried  upon  affidavits  against 
"  the  answer  whether  that  was  due  or  not.  In  BricTcford 
^^case  {Janels  agt.  BricJcfordj  13  Vesepj  377),  I  said  that  if 
"he  would  swear  that  sixpence  was  due,  I  would  not  appoint 
"a  receiver.''  In  Brewer  agt.  Sewell  (1  Jac.  &  Wal.  647), 
Lord  Eldon  also  said:  "I  know  no  instance  where  the  court 
"  has  appointed  a  receiver  against  a  mortgagee  in  possession, 
"ualess  the  parties  making  the  application  would  pay  him 
"off  according  to  his  claims  as  stated  by  himself.^'  And  par- 
ticularly is  this  so  when  the  mortgagee  is  responsible  and  is 
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able  to  account  for  and  pay  any  excess  of  rents  and  profits 
after  the  payment  of  bis  debt,  or  will  give  security  to  do  so. 
{Patten  agt.  The  Accessory  Transit  Co.y  4  Abb,  237;   19 
Vesetfy  155;  8  PaigCy  665]  2  Green,  214.)    But  if  it  appeared 
that  the  mortgagee  was  irresponsible,  or  that  the  rents  and 
profits  would  be  lost  or  would  be  in  danger  of  loss,  or  that 
the  mortgagee  was  committing  waste  upon  or  .materially 
injuring  the  premises,  a  different  rule  would  prevail,  and  a 
receiver  would  be  appointed.     (2  Oreen,  214;  15  Eng,  Law 
and  Eq.  133;  13  Vesey,  105;  16  Id.  69.)     The  power  of 
the  court  in  such  case  is,  I  think,  undoubted,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  one  addressed  at  all  times  to  its  sound  judicial  discre- 
tion, in  view  of  the  particular  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
case  presented.  In  refusing  to  appoint  a  receiver  on  the  appli- 
cation to  Judge  Leonard,  the  learned  judge  acted  doubtless 
upon  the  same  principle,  and  that  the  court  should  not 
decide  upon  affidavits  whether  the  mortgagee  was  paid,  if 
he  was  responsible,  as  the  order  made  by  him,  as  above  stated, 
expressly  allowed  a  motion  to  be  made,  on  the  coming  in  of 
the  referee^s  report,  to  remove  the  said  receiver,  for  cause. 
The  interlocutory  decree  made  by  Judge  Potteb,  and  the 
said  decision  and  order  of  Judge  Leonard,  therefore,  it  seems 

1  

to  me,  both  involve  an  adjudication  that  Dufi*,  as  a  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  was  and  is  entitled  to  remain  in  posses- 
sion as  such  mortgagee  until  the  coming  in  of  the  referee's 
report,  and  a  direction  to  that  eflect.  But  this  adjudication 
clearly  would  not  preclude  the  court  from  removing  hinj. 
from  Jiis  office  of  receiver,  for  proper  cause  shown,  at  any 
time  before  the  coming  in  of  such  report;  but  it  does,  I  think, 
if  not  as  matter  res  adjudicatay  as  matter  of  judicial  decorum, 
preclude  his  removal  by  any  other  judge  of  this  court,  for 
any  cause  existing  before  the  order  made  by  Judge  Leonard, 
on  the  25th  of  July,  1867. 

Under  and  by  virtue  of  that  order  he  became  a  receiver 
of  this  court,  and  is  therefore  clearly  subject  to  its  control, 
like  any  other  receiver,  and  is  removable  for  subsequent  mia- 
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conduct;  neglect  or  breach  of  duty.  Upon  the  facts  appear- 
ing on  this  motion^  I  do  not  see  that  Mr.  Duff  has  done  any 
act  in  his  capacity  of  receiver  at  all  exceptional,  since  his 
appointment,  in  July  last.  The  chief  ground  for  his  removal 
presented  and  urged  on  the  argument  of  the  motion  Vfos 
his  giving  a  lease  of  the  Olympic  Theatre  to  Hayes,  his  son- 
in-law,  for  the  rent  of  $15,000  a  year,  when  he  was  ofibred 
by  G^raver,  the  outgoing  tenant,  for  the  said  premises,  the 
sum  of  $25,000,-  and  might  have  secured  that  sum  for  the 
estate.  The  other  allegations  made  on  the  argument  of  mis- 
management of  the  estate,  fraudulent  charges  before  the 
referee,  and  other  misconduct,  all  relate  to  facts  confessedly 
well  known,  fully  investigated,  debated  and  considered 
before  Judge  Leonard,  and  passed  upon  by  him.  The  lease 
in  question,  it  is  clearly  established,  was  executed  by  Duff 
and  delivered  to  Hayes  on  or  about  the  20th  of  April  last. 
The  fact  of  its  existence,  and  its  terms,  was,  1  think,  well 
known  at  or  before  the  hearing  before  Judge  Leonard, 
although  there  is  some  conflict  in  the  affidavits  on  this  point. 
Th^  stenographer's  notes  of  the  argument  of  counsel  on  the 
hearing  before  Judge  Leonard,  and  what  was.  said  by  the 
judge,  I  think  conclusively  settles  this  question.  Judge 
Leonard  is  reported  at  the  close  of  the  argument  as  saying, 
'^The  court  did  not  like  Mr.  Duff's  action  in  making  a  lease 
of  the  premises,  without  previously  obtaining  permission  ot 
the  court.  Therefore,  while  continuing  Mr.  Duff  as  receiver, 
the  court  would  require  that  he  give  bonds  in  the  sum  of 
twenty-five  thousand  dollars  for  the  faithful  performance  of 
his  trust.''  One  of  the  counsel  for^the  plaintiff  then  said,  "I 
suggest  that  the  court  increase  th«  bond  to  $50,000,  inas-  ' 
much  as  he  had  heard  that  Mr.  Duff  was  speculating  in  Wall 
street."  The  court  accordingly  so  directed.  When  this 
lease  was  executed.  Duff  clearly  had  authority  to  give  such 
lease.  He  was  then  acting  as  trustee,  and  had  not  been 
appointed  receiver.  As  receiver,  he  was  authorized  to  givb 
a  lease  for  one  year.     Attcr  his  appointment,  he  did  nothing, 
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as  receiver,  in  respect  to  such  lease.  It  was  an  executed 
contract,  and  he  could  not  revoke  it.  Hayes  took  possession 
under  it,  and  for  this  act  Duff  is  not  responsible  as  for  a  new 
and  affirmative  act  performed  after  his  appomtment  as 
receiver.  If  he  rented  the  premises  far  $10,000,  or  any  sum^ 
in  fraud  of  the  estate,  less  than  he  might  bj  due  diligence 
have  obtained  for  the  same,  he  is  clearly  responable  for  the 
difference  and  loss,  and  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  referee,  in 
taking  the  account,  to  charge  him  for  such  difference,  and 
for  aU  he  might  have  obtained  for  stich  rent  by  due  and  proper 
care  and  diligence.  While,  therefore,  I  think,  from  the  facts 
appearing  on  this  motion,  that  the  giving  of  said  lease  by 
Dufi  to  his  son-in-law  for  $15,000,  when  he  was  distinctly 
offered  for  the  premises  by  the  tenant  then  in  possession  the 
sum  of  $25,000,  was  highly  improper  and  unjustifiable,  yet^ 
as  this  was  done  before  he  was  appointed  receiver,  and  he  is 
abundantly  responsible  to  respond  for  the  loss  or  injury  to 
the  estate  for  such  misconduct,  and  he  was  appointed  such 
receiver  when  the  fact  of  the  giving  of  such  lease  was  well 
known  to  the  parties  and  the  court,  I  d«  not  see  upon  what 
principle  I  shaU  be  justified  ih  removing  him  from  such 
receivership.  The  remedy,  if  there  be  any,  for  this  error,  if 
it  were  an  error,  lies  with  the  general  term,  upon  the  appeal 
pending.  But  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Duff  should  be  allowed  to 
renew  such  lease,  or  make  any  new  lease,  or  to  make  any 
permanent  improvements  or  repairs  of  the  premises,  at  the 
expense  of  the  estate,  without  special  leave  of  the  court  for 
that  purpose.  An  order  to  that  effbct,  I  think,  would  be 
proper  upon  this  motion,  end  the  plaintiff  may  take  such  an 
order,  if  he  thinks  proper;  otherwise  the  motion  must  be 
denied,  with  ten  dollars  costs  to  abide  the  event. 
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COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

Franklin  B.  Seacord,  respondent,  agt.  Caleb  Morgan  and 

John  Warrin,  appellants. 

Where  a  judgment  of  the  eourt  below  on  appeal  \b  affirmed  at  to  one  defendant,  and 
reversed  aa  to  tl^e  other  defendant,  not  being  jomtly  liable,  the  joint  obligors  who 
executed  the  underiaHng  given  on  the  appeal  for  both  defendanta,  are  liable  to 
pay  the  judgment  of  affirmance.  It  ia  a  case  of  judgment  affirmed  in  part  and  re- 
versed in  part  {Affirwiaigf  8,  C.  17  How,  394,  and  Oardner  agt  Barney ^  24  Swo,  467.) 

September  Term^  1867. 

In  the  year  1850^  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  commenced 
a  suit  in  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  against  Nicholas 
Miller  and  Leonard  P.  Miller.  The  plaintiff  claimed  to  re- 
cover upon  a  promissory  note  made  by  Nicholas  Miller,  and 
indorsed  by  Leonard  F.  Miller.  The  maker  and  indorser, 
though  not  jointly  liable,  were,  in  pursuance  of  the  provis- 
ions of  our  statute,  united  as  defendants  in  the  same  action. 
Such  proceeding  were  had  in  the  supreme  court,  that  on 
SOthday  of  April,  1853,  the  plaintiff  herein  recovered  judg- 
ment against  said  Nicholas  Miller  and  Leonard  P.  Miller,  de- 
fendants, for  the  sum  of  $261.54. 

The  defendants  in  that  action  appealed  from  said  judgment 
to  this  court,  and  thereupon  the  defendants  in  this  action, 
for  the  purpose  of  making  said  appeal  effectual,  and  in  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  made  and  executed 
to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action  an  undertaking,  in  the  usual 
form,  with  a  condition  therein,  in  these  words :  **  Now,  there- 
fore, we,  John  Warrin  and  Caleb  Morgan,  do  hereby,  pur- 
suant to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  under- 
take that  the  said  appellants  will  pay  all  costs  and  damages 
which  may  be  awarded  against  them  on  said  appeal,  not  ex- 
ceedmg  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars;  and  do  also  undertake, 
that  if  the  said  judgment  so  appealed  from,  or  any  part 
thereof,  be  affirmed,  the  said  appellants  will  pay  the  amount 
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directed  to  be  paid  by  said  judgment,  or  the  part  of  such 
amount  as  to  which  the  said  judgment  shall  be  aifirmed,  if  it 
be  affirmed  only  in  part,  and  all  damages  which  shall  be 
awarded  against  said  appellants  on  the  said  appeal." 

Upon  such  appeal,  this  court  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  against  Nicholas  Miller,  the  maker  of  said 
promissory  note,  and  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  supreme 
court  against  said  Leonard  P.  Milier,  indorser  of  said  note, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  in  his  favor.  (Seacord  agt.  Mil- 
ler,  3  Kem.  55.) 

The  plaintiff  now  brings  an  action  upon  said  undertaking, 
and  avers  that  the  said  judgment  mentioned  in  said  under- 
taking was  affirmed  as  to  the  said  appellant  Nicholas  Miller, 
with  costs,  and  reversed  as  to  the  said  appellant  Leonard  P. 
Miller.  That  judgment  had  been  perfected  in  said  supreme 
court,  upon  the  judgment  of  said  court  of  appeals,  and  that 
an  execution  had  been  issued  for  the  amount  thereof  against 
the  property  of  said  Nicholas  Miller,  and  that  the  same  had 
been  duly  demanded  of  said  Nicholas  Miller,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants had  notice  thereof.  The  defendants  denied  all  the 
matter  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and  the  action  was  refer- 
red to  William  Kent,  as  referee,  who  found  all  the  facts,  as 
stated  and  set  forth  in  the  complaint ;  also,  that  the  amount 
of  said  judgment  against  said  Nicholas  Miller  was  $479.42, 
besides  interest ;  and  that  the  same  had  not  been  paid,  nor 
any  part  thereof,  but  that  the  same  remained  unpaid,  and 
entirely  unsatisfied ;  and  found,  as  conclusions  of  law,  that 
the  undertaking  was  a  valid  obligation ;  that  the  judgment 
entered  against  the  said  Nicholas  Miller  in  the  supreme  court, 
on  filing  the  remittitur  from  the  court  of  appeals,  was  duly 
entered  against  him,  affirming  the  said  judgment  so  appealed 
from,  and  that  by  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment  against 
Nicholas  Miller,  and  the  facts  in  said  report  contained,  the 
defendants  became  bound  and  indebted  to  the  said  plaintiff 
for  the  amount  of  said  judgment,  and  the  interest  thereon. 
Judgment  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  said  plaintiff,  and 
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on  appeal  the  same  was  aiBrmed  at  general  term  {Beparted 
17  How.  Pr.  R,  394),  and  the  defendants  now  appeal  to  this 
court. 

Wm.  H.  Taggard,  for  appellants. 
S.  E.  Lyons,  for  respondent. 

Da  VIES,  Ch.  J.  The  only  question  of  a  serious  nature 
urged  upon  us  for  a  reversal  of  this  'judgment  is,  that  as  it 
appears  affirmatively  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  was 
against  two  defendants,  and  as  it  was  affirmed  only  as  to  one 
defendant,  and  reversed  as  to  the  other,  the  event  or  contin- 
gency upon  which  these  defendants  agreed  and  undertook  to 
pay  the  judgment  appealed  frora,  has  never  happened.  They  . 
undertook,  that  if  the  judgment  so  appealed  from  be  affirmed, 
then  the  appellants  would  pay  the  amount  directed  to  be 
paid  by  the  said  judgment,  and  all  damage  which  might  be 
awarded  against  the  said  appellants  on  the  said  appeal. 

The  defendants  contended  that  the  judgment  so  appealed 
from  has  not  been  affirmed. 

There  is  some  plausibility,  it  must  be  confessed,  in  this 
position,  and  it  has  been  sustained  by  a  very  ingenius  and 
able  argument  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants,  and  were  it 
an  open  question  in  this  court,  it  would  be  proper  to  pro* 
ceed  with  the  discussion  of  the  views  suggested. 

But  as  we  understand,  the  precise  question  now  presented 
was  considered  and  passed  upon  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Gardner  agt.  Barney  and  Butler ^  decided  here  in  December, 
1863 — not  reported.  That  was  an  action  upon  an  undertak- 
ing given  by  the  defendants,  on  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  special  term  to  the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court, 
taken  by  the  defendants  Ogden  and  Smith.  The  judgment 
of  the  special  term  was  against  both  defendants,  and  the  ap- 
peal was  from  that  judgment  by  them  to  the  general  term. 
And  the  undertaking  was  similar  in  form  to  that  given  by 
these  defendants.     The  general  term  ofthe  third  district 
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reversed  the  judgment,  and  ordered  a  new  trial  From  this 
order  the  plaintiff  Gardner  appealed  to  this  court,  and  this 
court  reversed  the  order  of  the  general  term,  granting  a  new 
trial,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  defendant  Smith,  and  affirmed 
the  judgment  of  the  special  term  as  to  him,  with  costs.  It 
also  affirmed  the  order  granting  a  new  trial  as  to  the  defend- 
ant Ogden,  and  gave  judgment  in  hi/3  favor  against  the  plain- 
tiff, with  costs.     {Gardner  agt.  Ogderiy  22  N.  Y.  K  327.) 

The  action  in  this  court  abovd  referred  to,  agamst  Barney 
and  Butler,  was  upon  the  undertaking  given  on  the  appeal 
taken  by  Ogden  and  Smith  from  the  judgment  against  them 
at  special  term  to  the  general  term.  {The  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  at  general  term  is  reported  24  Hou).  Fr.  R, 
467.)  And  the  question  as  stated  by  Denio,  Ch.  J.,  in  the 
opinion  of  this  court,  whether  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment 
as  to  one  of  the  defendants,  who  were  together  adjudged  to 
pay  a  sum  of  money  in  the  original  action,  renders  the  defend- 
ants liable  as  sureties  upon  the  undertaking. 

That  question  is  very  carefully  and  fully  discussed  by  the 
learned  chief  judge.  And  as  his  views  upon  this  point  have 
never  been  reported,  and  are  so  conclusive  upon  the  point 
under  discussion,  and  received  on  that*  occasion  the  approval 
of  this  court,  it  is  not  deemed  inappropriate  to  quote  them. 
Nothing  further  need  be  added  upon  the  subject. 

Judge  D£Nio  said :  ^'  The  expressions  of  the  undertaking, 
which  provide  for  the  case  upon  affirmance,  only  in  part, 
appear  to  have  reference  primarily  to  the  amount,  and  not  to 
the  number  of  persons  charged.  The  language  is,  that  the 
appellants,  in  the  case  of  a  partial  affirmance,  will  pay  the 
amount  directed  to  be  paid  by  the  judgment,  or  the  part  of 
such  amount  as  to  which  it  shall  be  affirmed,  if  it  be  affirmed 
only  in  part.  But  independent  of  these  words,  I  am  still  of 
opinion  that  this  judgment  has  been  affirmed,  according  to 
the  general  sense  of  the  instrument. 

^^  The  decision  that  the  plaintiff  is  entiteld  to  the  amount 
of  money  adjudged  to  him  by  the  special  term,  is  sustained 
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and  the  position  is  upheld,  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  it  in 
action.  It  was  a  case  in  which  several  damages  might  be 
given  against  one  of  the  defendants,  though  the  other  should 
be  acquitted.  This  is  established  by  a  judgment,  affirming 
the  recovery  as  to  Smith  alone.  The  judgment  of  the  spe- 
cial term  has,  therefore,  been  affirmed,  with  a  variation,  how- 
ever,  in  this — ^that  the  recovery  is  to  be  satisfied  by  one,  and 
not  by  both  of  the  defendants.  It  is  not  necessary  to  depart 
from  the  language  of  the  instrument  in  order  to  charge  the 
sureties.  They  are  to  abide  according  to  the  terms  of  their 
undertaking. 

^^  There  has  been  an  affirmance  of  the  judgment  appealed 
from,  and  equitable  construction  cannot  be  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  charging  sureties.  But  if  the  case  is  within 
the  letter  of  their  contract,  they  are  liable,  unless  there  is 
something  in  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  instrument,  or 
of  the  law  under  which  it  is  given,  which  exonerates  them. 
The  object  of  the  undertaking  is  to  procure  an  absolute  stay 
of  execution,  and  of  all  proceedings  on  the  judgment,  and 
such  is  its  effect.     {Code^  ^%  335,  339). 

"  The  motive  for  requiring  the  undertaking  was  to  secure 
to  the  plaintiff  the  fruits  of  the  recovery,  in  case  it  should  be 
determined  that  the  allegations  of  error  were  unfounded. 
As  the  plaintiff  is,  by  the  stay  of  execution,  deprived*  of  the 
immediate  resort  to  the  property  of  the  judgment-debtor, 
which  the  law  would  otherwise  give  him,  and  as  his  title  to 
the  amount  adjudged  in  his  favor  is  jprina  facie  established, 
it  was  the  policy  of  the  law  that  he  should  have  security  to 
indemnify  him  against  the  possible  contingency  of  the  delay. 
The  law  assumes  the  judgment  to  be  such  presumptive  evi- 
dence of  his  right,  that  it  will  not  subject  him  to  the  hazard 
arising  from  the  delay  of  further  litigation,  without  an  in- 
demnity against  any  loss  which  he  might  thereby  incur.  If 
it  should  be  decided,  that  in  order  to  hold  the  sureties  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed  in  all  its  parts,  without  variation 
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or  modificatioD^  the  provisions  for  security  would  be  illusory 
in  a  great  variety  of  cases,  which  may  be  supposed. 

^*  Let  us  take  the  case  of  an  equity  suit  against  two  de- 
fendants, and  a  judgment  in  a  primary  court  against  one,  and 
an  acquittal  of  the  other,  and  cro6&4ippeaIs  by  the  plaintiff 
as  to  the  discharge  of  the  one  acquitt^,  and  by  the  defend- 
ant, who  Mas  held  liable;  and  that  the  appellate  court  should 
hold  that  bot^  were  liable,  and  give  judgment  accordingly. 
It  is  plain  that  the  sureties  of  the  defendant,  who  was  held 
liable  by  the  first  judgment,  ought  not  to  be  discharged,  for 
the  complaint  of  that  defendant  against  the  judgment  would 
be  shown  to  be  unfounded,  and  the  plaintiff  would  have  incurred 
the  hazard  against  which  the  undertaking  was  intended  to 
protect  him ;  and  yet  it  could  not  be  said  that  the  identical 
judgment  appealed  from  had  been  affirmed  in  every  particu- 
lar. The  system  of  the  provisions  respecting  security  on  ap- 
peals is  explained  by  the  366th  section  of  the  Code,  as  to  judg- 
ments directing  the  assignment  or  delivery  of  documents  or 
personal  property.  The  undertaking  in  that  case  was  to  the 
effect,  that  the  appellant  would  obey  the  order  of  the  appel- 
late court,  on  the  appeal.  This  shows  the  general  intention 
of  the  legislature,  that  the  judgment  of  the  primary  court 
should  not  be  delayed  in  its  execution,  unless  the  party  charge 
ed  shoilld  give  security  to  abide  the  judgment  of  the  super- 
ior court,  if  it  should  be  adverse  to  him,  without  requiring 
that  the  same  identical  judgment  should  be  sustained. 

<^The  nature  of  the  original  action,  and  the  liabilities  upon 
which  the  recovery  was  had,  are  not  stated  in  the  present 
case.  We  may  suppose  them  to  have  been  what  we  know,  by 
looking  into  the  former  case,  they  were — an  alleged  breach 
of  duty  on  the  part  of  defendant  Ogden,  as  member  of  the 
firm,  who  were  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sale  of  his 
land,  in  disposing  of  it  in  bad  faith,  and  for  a  less  price -than 
it  was  worth,  the  defendant  Smith  being  the  buyer,  under 
such  circumstances  as  would  estop  him  of  the  defense  of  a 
bona  Jide  purchaser.     Both  the  defendants  were  held  liable 
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for  the  supposed  value  of  the  land ;  and  although  the  judg- 
ment was  joint  in  form^  each  was  made  liable  on  account 
of  his  supposed  individual  misconduct^  and  not  on  account 
of  the  delinquency  of  the  other.  It  was  more  like  a  judg-. 
ment  against  two  tort  feasors  than  one  against  joint-debtors. 
In  *such  cases  the  appeal  is^  in  effect^  several^  by  each  defend- 
ant ;  and  it  would  have  been  perfectly  correct  for  each  de- 
fendant to  have  brought  a  separate  appeal;  and  to  have  given 
a  separate  undertaking^  though  it  was  not  irregular  for  them 
to  join  in  the  appeal^  and  procure  a  single  undertaking. 
But  the  proper  construction  of  the  instrument  is^  that  the 
sureties  undertake  for  each  of  the  defendants.  The  defend- 
ant Smith  was  made  liable  for  the  value  of  the  land,  on  ac* 
count  of  having  purchased  it  at  a  voidable  sale,  under  cir- 
cumstances which  would  not  enable  him  to  hold  it  against 
the  plaintiff's  equity;  and  Ogden  was  held  liable  to  the 
same  amount  for  having  sold  the  land  to  Smith;  in  violation 
of  his  duty;  and  the  judgment  contained  a  provision  that 
Smith  might  satisfiy  the  amount  by  reconveying  such  part 
of  the  land  as  he  had  not  disposed  of  to  others,  and  assigning 
and  paying  to  the  plaintiff' the  securities  and  money  which 
he  had  received  for  the  part  sold  by  him.  Now,  it  might 
very  well  be  that  the  judgment  could  be  sustained  against 
one,  while  the  other  should  be  acquitted,  and  such#  was,  in 
fact,  the  judgment  of  this  court,  which  was  in  favor  of  Ogden, 
on  the  ground  that  he,  being  absent  from  the  country,  had 
no  personal  concern  with  the  alleged  illegal  purchase  from 
the  plaintiff^  The  appeal  taken  under  such  circumstances 
was,  in  effect,  several,  by  each  defendant,  and  the  undertak- 
ing should  be  construed  ia  connection  with  the  judgment. 
Viewed  in  that  light,  the  sureties  must  be  considered  as  un- 
dertaking, in  behalf  of  Smith,  that  if  the  judgment  against 
him,  from  which  he  had  appealed,  be  affirmed,  he  should  pay 
the  amount  adjudged ;  and  so  of  the  defendant  Ogden.  If 
the  sureties  were  bound  separately  for  each  defendant,  in  re- 
spect to  the  judgment  against  each,  as  I  think,  they  were,  it 
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is  of  no  consequence  that  there  was  a  reyersal  as  to  one  of 
them.  The  terms  of  the  contract  adjust  themselves  to  the 
case  as  it  actually  existed ;  and  it  is  the  same  thing  as  though 
each  had  appeared  separately,  and  the  sureties  had  signed  a 
separate  undertaking  upon  each  appeal.  Though  the  nature  ^ 
of  the  action  in  the  original  suit,  and  the  grounds  of  the  judg- 
ment;  were  not  found  on  that  under  review,  neither  was  it 
shown  that  the  judgment  was  one  against  joint-debtors;  and 
the  condition  annexed  to  it,  allowing  Smith  to  discharge  it 
by  a  collateral  act,  shows  that  it  was  not  an  ordinary  judg- 
ment against  two  persons  jointly  indebted.  I  am  therefore 
of  opinion,  that  the  objection,  that  the  judgment  has  not . 
been  wholly  affirmed,  or  affirmed  as  to  both  defendants,  is 
not  well  taken.'' 

These  are  the  views  of  this  court,  so  clearly  expressed  in 
a  case  so  analogous  to  the  present,  that  they  must  be  regardd 
as  controlling  and  not  open  to  further  discussion.  It  is  im- 
impossible  to  point  out  any  essential  difference  between  the 
case  under  review  and  that  in  which  the  preceding  opinion 
was  rendered.  If  ever  a  case  was  in  quatuor  pedibus  with 
another,  this  is  with  that.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of 
FoUer  agt.  Van  Vranken  (36  N.  T.  R.  619). 

In  the  record  now  before  us  it  distinctly  appears  that  the 
original  judgment  was  not  against  the  defendants  therein  as 
joint-debtors,  but  a  judgment  against  them  upon  the  sepa- 
rate liability  and  contract  of  each.  It  was  against  Nicholas 
Miller,  as  maker  of  the  promissory  note  in  suit,  and  against 
Leonard  P.  Miller  as  the  indorser  thereof;  and,  as  was  ob- 
served in  Gardner  agt.  Barney^  it  might  very  well  be  that, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  judgment  might  well  be  sus- 
tained against  one  defendant,  while  the  judgment  against  the 
other  would  not  be  allowed  to  stand. 

Then  the  appeal,  in  effect,  was  in  this  case,  as  in  that,  a 
several  appeal  by  each  defendant ;  and  we  are  to  construe 
the  undertaking  to  refer  to  the  character  of  the  judgment  it 
was  given  to  secure.    In  that  light  we  must  hold  that  the 
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sureties  are  to  be  regarded  as  undertakings  on  behalf  of  Nich- 
olas Miller,  that  if  the  judgment  against  him,  from  which  he 
had  appealed,  should  be  afBrmed;  he  would  pay  the  amount 
of  the  judgment ;  and  the  same  as  to  the  other  defendant. 
Now,  the  judgment  against  the  defendant  Nicholas  Miller, 
was  affirmed  by  this  court,  and  upon  such  affirmance,  the 
liability  of  his  sureties  to  pay  the  judgment  so  affirmed,  be- 
came absolute.  It  was  not  impaired  by  the  circumstance 
that  this  court  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  supreme  court 
against  the  other  defendant,  Leonard  P.  Miller.  It  is  not 
denied  that  if  each  defendant  had  taken  a  separate  appeal  to 
this  court  from  the  judgment  against  him,  and  an  undertak- 
ing had  been  executed  upon  each  appeal,  that  in  case  of  the 
affirmance  of  the  judgment  upon  either  appeal,  the  sureties 
in  respect  thereto  would  have  become  fixed,  although  the 
judgment  on  the  other  appeal  had  been  reversed.  We 
held  in  Gardner  agt.  Barney j  that  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
it  is  the  same  thing  as  though  each  defendant  had  appealed 
separately,  and  the  sureties  had  signed  a  separate  undertak- 
ing upon  each  appeal.     That  is  decisive  of  the  case  at  bar. 

The  findings  of  the  referee,  that  the  remittitur  from  this 
court,  containing  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment,  was  filed 
in  the  supreme  court  by  its  order,  is  conclusive  of  the  facts, 
and  of  the  regularity  of  the  plaintifi^s  proceedings.  We  have 
no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  supreme  court  to  direct  the 
order  to  be  entered,  making  the  judgment  of  this  court  the 
judgment  of  that  court,  nunc  pro  tunc.  {Chautauqua  County 
Bank  agt.  White,  23  N.  F.  jR.  347.) 

The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  with 
costs. 

Concurring,  Pobter,  Pabxeb,  Wright  and  Gboveb,  JJ. 

Affirmed. 
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N.  Y.  SUPERIOR  COURT. 

ju^BANCES  Tolano,  respondent,  agt.  The  National  Steax 
Navigation  Company,  appellants. 

An  action  of  trww  will  not  lie  for  the  omiaiion  of  a  etmmim  camier  to  deliver  prop- 
erty, as  where  the  property  has  been  stolen  or  lost  through  negligence,  and  so 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  owner.  The  remedy  is  attumptU  or  a  ipeekU  actum  <m 
ike  ca$e,  (McCuVN,  J.,  dutaUing :  Holding  thai  tectum  e^  of  the  Code  luu  aJM- 
inhtd  all  distinetioju  between  tJie  mere  forme  ofcictione,  and  every  action  is  now  a  tpe- 
CuU  action  on  the  can. ) 

General  Term,  January ^  1868. 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  and  order  denying  a  new  tr^aL 

Mr.  Morkison,  for  plaintiff. 
Mr.  Van  Corr,  for  defendants. 

Robertson,  Ch.  J.  The  cause  of  action  set  out  in  the 
complaint  in  this  case,  is  a  wrongful  conversion  by  the  de- 
fendants of,  and  a  refusal  by  them  to  'deliver  to  the  plaintiff, 
on  a  demand  by  her,  a  trunk  (her  property)  ^^  containing 
plate  and  other  valuable  articles,  and  money.''  Were  it  not 
that  evidence  seems  to  have  been  admitted  without  objection 
of  the  value  of  such  contents^  and  the  case  to  have  been  tried 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  action  was  brought  for  their 
conversion  also,  it  might  be  doubtful  whether  they  could  be 
recovered  for  under  a  complaint  so  worded. 

Under  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  of  the  ^^  conversion" 
of  the  property  in  question  by  the  defendants,  to  their  own 
use,  whether  as  bailees  for  hire,  or  only  gratuitous  custod- 
ians of  it,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  without  proof  of  an 
absolute  appropriation  of  it  by  the  defendants  to  their  own 
use,  or  what  is  equivalent,  parting  with  it  to  othecs  without 
the  authority  of  the  owners.  Only  in  such  cases  would  an 
action  in  the  form  of  trover  have  formerly  lain,  even  against 
common  carriers.     {Devereaux  agt.  Barclay^  2  Bam,  and 


NEW  YORK  PEACnCE  REPORTS.       497 


Tolano  agt.  National  Steam  Navigation  Co. 

Aid.  702 ;  btephens  agt.  JSarty  4  Bing.  476 ;  Taul  agt.  fliar- 
loUky  Peak  Cor.  49 ;  StMoch  agt.  IngliSj  1  S^torib.  154.) 

In  a  case  where  a  commoD  carrier  might  have  been  sought 
to  be  made  liable,  on  non-delivery^  a  special  action  on  the 
t^ase  in  a  breach  of  the  public  duty  of  carrying  safely  or  of 
assumpsit  for  a  breach  of  the  undertaking  so  to  carry^  would 
have  been  the  only  forms  of  remedy  for  a  mere  negligent 
loss,  {Boss  agt.  Johnsofiy  5  Burr^  2825 ;  Aren^  2  iSoZi^  §jafiu)--^^v 
This  constitutes  a  substantial  difference  in  the  catme  of  aoti0%  /;  .?Sw 
which  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  observe  in  tlfe  Statement  ^  f 
of  facts  constituting  the  complaint  {Code  of  Pro^ur^^^  Ifp^  s*W'\. 
sub.  2)  if  she  seek  to  recover  for  mere  non-delif  ^i*y  or  loss. 
This  in  fact  the  plaintiff*  conceded,  claiming  on  the  ai^^[^t^  %  T 
hDwever^  that  such  appropriation^  in  fact;  by  the  oafendants^ 
was  established  by  the  evidence. 
.  No  question  is  made  as  to  the  termination  by  the  compul- 
sory transfer  of  the  plaintiff*  to  the  receiving  or  hospital-ship, 
Illinois,  under  the  health  laws  of  this  state,  of  the  original 
contract  of  the  defendants,  as  common  carriers,  to  transport 
the  plaintiff*  and  her  baggage  to  the  port  of  New  York,  and 
safely  land  it  and  her  there ;  the  plaintifi^s  counsel,  not  only 
conceding  that  it  was  so  terminated,  but  even  claiming  that 
the  defendants  never  had,  even  during  the  voyage,  the  miss- 
ing property  under  their  charge  as  carriers,  and  that  they 
took  it  from  her  by  compulsion,  and  against  her  will,  into 
their  custody,  and  kept  it  in  such  a  manner  that  it  could  not 
have  been  lost  or  stolen,  and  must,  therefore,  have  been  ap- 
propriated by  them  to  their  own  use.  A  mere  compulsory 
taking  of  the  property  from  the  plaintiff*'s  possession  by  the 
defendants,  and  a  refusal  to  restore  it,  would  have  been  suffi- 
cient without  any  proof  of  its  subsequent  fate,  or  of  a  demand 
to  enable  her  to  recover  in  this  action.  '  Proof  of  want  of 
ordinary  care  in  keeping  it,  or  of  actual  subsequent  appro- 
priation of  it  to  the  use  of  the  defendants,  would  only  be  ^ 
necessary  in  case  they  had  been  voluntary  bailees  j/^SS\ii  .  *\ 
hire.  {%>^^'"'^^^ 

Vou  XXXV.  82  \  '■ 

LAW  ^^<|l'M»! 
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On  the  trial,  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  requested  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury  that  they  ^'must  find  a  verdict  for 
the  defendants  if  they  found  that  they  did  not  convert  the 
property  in  question  to  their  own  use/'  which  th^  learned 
judge  presiding  on  the  trial  refused  to  do,  except  as  he  bad 
already  charged,  to  which  refusal  such  counsel  excepted. 

The  learned  judge  has  charged  that  ^'the  principles  appli- 
cable to  all  cases  of  property  lost  by  carriers  are  equally  s^p- 
pUcable  to  this  case,  and  must  be  applied  with  the  same  rigor 
88  in  all  others.  There  is  nothing  that  calls  for  any  relaxa- 
tion of  the  rules  in  this  case.''  And  he  added :  '^  In  my  view 
of  the  case  under  the  evidence,  these  defendants  are  liable 
for  the  loss  of  this  trunk.  As  to  the  liability  for  the  con- 
tents, that  is  another  thing.  There  is  no  question  at  all  but 
that  there  was  such  a  trunk,  and  it  noiay  be  fairly  assumed 
that  the  trunk  was  lost.*'  He  then  submitted  to  the  jury 
substantially  three  questions  of  fact :  (1.)  What  were  the 
contents  of  such  trunk.  (2.)  Whether  the  articles  of  wear- 
ing apparel  and  jewelry  claimed  by  the  plaintift  to  have  been 
in  said  trunk  when  lost  were  her  ordinary  and  necessary 
wearing  apparel  for  the  voyage ;  and  (d,)  whether  the  sum 
of  Sl,200,  claimed  by  her  to  have  been  in  such  trunk  when 
lost,  was  a  reasonable  amount  of  money  ^'  for  traveling  ex- 
penses and  for  stajdng  a  few  days  at  a  hotel  until  she  could 
get  into  business,"  and  instructed  them  that  if  they  decided 
the  last  two  questions  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  they  should 
^^ give  her  a  verdict"  for  such  articles  as  were  in  the  trunk, 
except  certain  ones  which  he  had  directed  them  to  disregard 
as  not  being  necessary  either  as  wearing  apparel  or  for  trsv- 
eling  expenses. 

The  court  thus  not  only  evidently  put  the  liability  of  the 
defendants  upon  the  ground  of  their  being  common  carriers, 
liable  at  all  events  for  the  loss  of  the  property  in  question 
upon  its  non-delivery,  and  not  exempt  from  liability  by 
proof  of  any  ordinary  legally  recognized  excuse  for  not  deliv- 
ering at  the  end  of  the  route,  but  also  refused  to  charge  that 
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the  defendants  were  not  liable  unless  for  a  conversion  of  the 
property  to  their  own  use.  This  is  directly  contrary  to  the 
principle  settled  by  the  authorities  already  referred  to  {vide 
supra)^' and  was  sufficient  error  to  authorize  the  granting  of 
a  new  trial.  The  plaintiff's  counsel  seems^  however,  to  have 
conceded  this^  and  devoted  himself  to  the  task  of  proving 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  in  ther  case  to  establish 
such  conversion ;  either  by  the  contipulsory  taking  of  such  prop- 
erty out  of  the  plaintifi's  possession ;  or  if  such  taking  were 
peacable  and  lawful^  by  the  impossibility  or  violent  improb- 
ability of  its  disappearance  in  any  other  way  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  And  as  it  may  be  necessary,  in 
case  of  another  trial  of  this  case,  to  determine  what  rules  of 
law  are  applicable  under  that  vieW;  it  may  be  well  to  look 
at  the  evidence.  It  was  not  only  conceded  on  the  argument, 
but  claimed  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  ^'  that  the  defendants 
at  no  time,  as  carriers  or  in  any  other  way,  by  contract  with, 
or  privity  or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  had  charge  of  the  prop- 
erty." This  may  be  assumed  to  be  true  up  to  the  time  of 
her  leaving  the  Illinois  to  go  on  shore,  for  both  the  plaintiff 
and  another  witness  (Mrs.  Young)  testify  to  that  effect.  The 
former  states  that  she  had  had  charge  of  that  box  during  the 
passage  n  her  ^'  berth,"  because  there  were  valuable  things 
in  it,  and  ^^she  never  alio  wed  it  to  go  out  of  ^  her'  possession 
on  board  the  Helvetia  or  the  niinois  until  it  was  put  on  the  tug- 
boat ;"  and  again,  that  this  was  the  only  package  in  her  charge. 
She  had  no  other  but  that  in  her  charge.  She  further  testified 
that  she  had  it  three  weeks  in  her  room  on  the  Illinois.  The 
other  witness  corroborated  her  statement  as  to  having  it  in  her 
charge  in  her  berth  during  the  whole  voyage  on  board  of  the 
Helvetia.  And  the  assumption  of  that  care  by  the  plaintiff 
would  have  prevented  any  recovery  by  her  for  any  loss  of  any 
such  box  during  the  voyage.  {Cohen  agt.  Frank^  2  Duery  335). 
The  first  question,  therefore,  on  the  evidence,  is  as  to  the 
compulsory  taking  of  such  property  by  the  defendants  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff    In  applying  the  evidence 
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to  that  point;  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  all  previous  relations 
between  the  parties  had  ceased^  and  that  they  stood  precise- 
ly as  if  for  the  first  time,  the  plaintiff  being  a  lodger  on 
board  of  the  Illinois^  had  parted  with  the  possession  of  her 
trunk  at  the  moment  of  her  leaving  that  vessel  to  go  on  shore. 
The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  was,  that  when  the  tugboat 
came  alongside^  and  she  was  directed  to  go  on  board  of  it  to 
go  ashore^  her  son  and  herself  took  such  trunk  and  its  con- 
tents "to  the  gangway  to  bring  with  them.^'  Mr.  Finlay 
(the  alleged  agent  of  the  company)  said  they  could  not 
bring  their  baggage  on  that  boat;  it  must  go  on  the  other 
tugboat.  "They  then  carried  it  across  to  the  side  to  the 
other  tugboat,  and  it  was  put  on  board."  They  then  went 
ashore  on  the  first  boat.  This  was  all  done  under  Mr.  Fin- 
lay's  direction.  On  cross-examination,  she  stated  that  he 
"said  he  would  not  allow  any  package  to  be  on  board  where 
the  passengers  were.''  This  was  corroborated  by  Mrs. 
Young  and  the  son  of  the  plaintiff  (James  Tolano).  The 
latter  also  testifies  that  Mr.  Finlay,  who  was  acting  then  as 
agent  of  the  defendants,  receiving  and  delivering  letters, 
bringing  down  provisions  and  the  like,  came  down  with  two 
tugs  to  bring  the  passengers  and  baggage  on  shore.  The  fact 
of  Finlay's  acting  as  such  agent  was  also  testified  to  by 
another  witness  (Gamble),  who  further  states  that  Finlay 
brought  all  the  baggage  on  one  tug  and  carrird  the  passen- 
gers to  land  on  another.  After  towing  the  Illinois  to  her 
winter  quarters  by  such  boats,  he  removed  the  passengers  on 
one  boat  and  the  baggage  on  another.  He  ordered  no  bag- 
gage or  package  to  be  taken  by  the  passengers.  This  was 
when  all  were  leaving  the  Illinois  to  land.  He  would  not 
permit  any  of  the  passengers  to  have  or  keep  their  baggage 
under  their  own  charge,  when  landing  from  the  Helvetia. 
"  He  prevented  them  from  taking  their  baggage  with  them." 
It  was  admitted  on  the  trial  "  that  the  defendants  employed 
the  tugboats  to  land  the  passengers  and  their  baggage." 
This  evidence  was  not  essentially  varied  by  any  other  testi 
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mony^  except  that  Mr.  Finlay  testified  that  he  told  the  pas-  ] 
sengers  that  they  had  to  go  on  the  passeuger  tugboat,  and  the 
l>&gg%6  ^^st  go  by  the  other  tug,  but  that  any  small  parcels 
or  valuables  he  would  allow  them  to  take  with  them ;  and  in 
this  he  was  corroborated  by  two  other  witnesses  (Rourke 
and  Peterson).  This  testimony  is  apparently  not  contradicted 
by  any  other.  The  box  itself  was  three  feet  long  and  one 
foot  six  inches  broad.  Mr.  Finlay  also  testified  that  he  had 
the  superintendence  of  the  landing  of  the  passengers  and 
baggage  from  the  Helvetia.  He  took  down  two  boats,  one 
for  the  passengers,  and  the  other  baggage.  He  had  orders 
from  the  quarantine  commissioners  to  have  the  Illinois' brought 
to  Gravesend  Bay,  and  there  disembark  th0  passengers  and 
the  baggage.  He  want^  to  get  the  passengers  to  Castle 
Gajden  before  it  was  closed,  that  they  might  be  taken  care 
of  during  the  night.  He  superintended  the  transfer  of  the 
passengers,  and  another  person  (Peterson)  had  charge  of  the 
men  that  moved  the  baggage,  which  he  landed  on  the  wharf 
at  Castle  Garden  and  put  in  an  inclosed  space. 

]  am  unable  to  discover  in  the  evidence  any  forcible  dis- 
possession of  the  plaintifi^  of  such  trunk,  or  any  compulsion 
of  her  to  place  it  on  board  of  the  baggage  boat.  She  was 
undoubtedly  prevented  from  taking  it  with  her  in  the  pas- 
senger boat,  but  that  alone  would  not  have  compelled  her  to 
put  it  into  the  custody  of  the  agents  of  the  defendants,  on 
board  of  the  other  boat.  She  might,  for  aught  that  appears 
to  the  contrary,  have  left  it  on  board  of  the  Illinois,  and 
taken  another  opportunity  to  land  with  it  in  her  possession, 
unless  the  removal  of  herself  and  her  baggage,  as  well  as  the 
other  passengers,  was  by  authority  of  the  quarantine  com- 
missioners, and  therefore  peremptory,  under  which,  indeed, 
rather  than  that  of  the  defendants,  Finlay  seems  to  have  been 
acting,  as  the  agent  of  such  public  officers.  His  separation 
of  the  passengers  from  the  baggage  may  have  been  discreet 
to  prevent  any  delay  in  waiting  for  the  latter,  which  might 
interfere  with  such  passengers  bein  landed  and  housed  in 
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Castle  Garden  that  night.  Passengers  were  notified  they 
might  take  small  packages  of  yaluables,  and  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  plaintifl  claimed  the  trunk  to  be  sucb.  It 
appears  to  have  been  a  box  of  dubious  size  for  holding  valu- 
ables (unless  they  were  very  numerous);  at  all  evente  the 
plaintifl,  without  the  least  remonstrance,  although  it  con- 
tained a  great  deal  of  money  and  valuables,  as  she  stated,  and 
she  had  it  in  her  berth  under  her  eye  the  whole  voyage,  car- 
ried it  herself  to  the  side  of  the  other  tugboat  and  saw  it  put 
on  board.  No  part  of  this  evidence  seems  to  me  to  be  such 
an  assumption  of  exclusive  dominion  or  control  over  such  box 
by  Finlay,  as  agtnt  of  the  defendants,  as  to  make  the  act  of 
receiving  it  on  board  of  the  baggage  boat  a  conversion  by 
them.  If  it  contained  any  evidence  of  it,  it  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  jury. 

But  if  such  delivery  was  a  voluntary  bailment  without 
hire,  the  question  of  want  of  ordinary  diligence  in  taking 
care  of  the  box  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  if 
there  was  any  evidence  of  it.  It  seems  by  the  testimony 
that  afler  being  placed  on  board  of  the  tugboat  (the  Fletcher), 
all  the  baggage  was  landed  as  before  mentioned,  and  left  in 
charge  of  a  watchman  (Hartman)  all  night  in  an  inclosure. 
All  of  it  brought  from  the  Illinois  was  there  next  morning, 
and  was  again  in  charge  of  a  watchman  (Peterson)  all  that 
day,  until  he  was  relieved  by  the  previous  watchman  (Hart- 
man),  who  remained  until  the  second  morning  on  guard, 
when  the  landing  agent  (Hall)  came,  who  commenced  deliv- 
ering it,  after  an  examination  by  custom  house  officers,  the 
plaintiff*  being  present.  Such  watchman  denied  the  removal 
of  any  of  the  baggage  until  that  time,  and  the  plaintifi^s 
counsel  admitted  on  the  argument  that  such  trunk  was  ''so 
sedulously  kept  by  the  vigilance  of  its  custodian  that  it  could 
not  be  stolen  or  abstracted."  Nor  do  I  find  any  evidence  of 
the  want  of  the  ordinary  precautions  taken  by  prudent  men 
to  take  care  of  their  property.    If  there  was,  it  should  have 
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been  submitted  to  the  jurj;  unless  downright  negligence 
was  proved* 

I  am  not  prepared  to  admit  that;  upon  strong  proof  of 
great  care  of  a  bailee  without  hire,  in  guarding  chattels 
delivered  to  him,  so  as  almost  to  exclude  the  possibility  of 
their  disappearance  without  his  connivance,  a  conversion  to 
his  use  is  to  be  presumed,  or  that  it  is  by  itself  alone  sufB- 
cient  to  go  to  a  jury  upon  this  point.  At  most,  it  can  only 
be  a  circumstance  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  either  alone 
or  with  others. 

Upon  either  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  either  that  of  the 
court,  considering  the  defendants  as  common  carriers,  and 
liable  as  such,  without  an  appropriation  of  the  property  to 
their  use,  or  that  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  considering  the 
defendants  either  as  tort  feasorSy  in  taking  or  afterwards 
appropriating  the  goods,  or  guilty  of  negligence  in  taking 
care  of  them,  there  should  be  a  new  trial 

The  judgment'  and  order  denying  a  new  trial  must  there- 
fore be  reversed,  and  such  new  trial  had,  with  costs  to  abide 
the  event. 

McCuNN,  J.  (dissenting.)  I  regret  that  I  must  dissent  from 
some  of  the  views  set  forth  in  the  leading  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  action  is  to  recover  $2,892.50,  being  the  value  of  a 
small  trunk  and  contents,  which  the  plaintiff  alleges  the 
defendants  wrongfully  took  and  converted  to  their  own  use. 
The  facts  are  substantially  as  follows:  The  plaintiff  was  a 
passenger  in  one  of  the  defendants'  steamships  (the  Helvetia) 
from  Liverpool  to  this  port.  On  the  arrival  of  the  vessel 
here,  it  was  found  necessary  to  quarantine  her,  under  our 
laws;  consequently  the  passengers  were  sent,  with  all  their 
luggage,  to  the  steamship  Illinois,  then  moored  in  the  lower 
bay.  At  the  expiration  of  some  eighteen  or  twenty  days, 
and  after  quarantine  was  perfected,  the  defendants  sent  their 
steamtugs  and  brought  the  passengers  and  their  baggage  to 
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the  city.  The  plaintiff  had  the  small  trunk^  the  one  out  of 
which  this  controversy  arose,  in  her  possession,  and  was 
guarding  it  herself,  as  she  had  done  all  the  voyage.  The 
defendants  took  the  trunk  from  her  against  her  will,  and 
placed  her  in  one  tug,  and  her  property,  together  with  this 
trunk,  on  another,  to  send  them  to  this  city.  This  was  the 
last  she  saw  of  her  trunk,  or  the  articles  it  contained.  She 
demanded  her  property;  the  demand  was  refused.  Hence 
this  action. 

The  complaint  does  not  declare  against  the  defendants  as 
carriers,  but  simply  against  them  for  unlawfully  taking  and 
converting  the  property;  and  I  hold  that,  under  the  circum* 
stances,  this  is  the  proper  form  of  pleading. 

The  defendants  answer  that  they  are  carriers  for  hire,  but 
urge,  against  a  recovery,  that  an  action  of  trover  will  not  lie 
for  the  mere  omission  of  the  carrier  tx)  deliver,  as  where  the 
property  has  been  stolen  or  lost  through  negligence,  and  so 
cannot  be  delivered  to  the  owner.  The  remedy,  their  coun- 
sel says,  in  such  case,  is  assumpsit,  or  a  special  action  on  the 
case,  and  not  trover,  as  he  alleges  this  action  is.  Now,  the 
69th  section  of  the  Code  has  abolished  all  distinctions 
between  the  mere  forms  of  actions,  and  every  action  is  now 
a  special  action  on  the  case.  {Groulet  agt.  Asselevj  22  N.  Y. 
B.  228.)  The  Code  (^  142)  requires  only  a  plain  and  con- 
cise statement  of  the  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action, 
without  repetition,  and  a  demand  for  the  requisite  relief. 
Now,  this  complaint  states  concisely  and  clearly  that  her 
property  was  taken  from  her  possession  without  her  consent, 
and  that,  although  she  demanded  a  return  of  the  same,  yet  it 
has  not  been  returned,  and  she  asks  that  the  court  award  her 
its  value.  You  may  designate  the  action  as  an  action  in  tro- 
ver, or  in  assumpsit,  or  one  on  the  case,  or  whatever  else 
you  may  please  to  call  it.  I  hold  that  nothing  more  is 
requisite  in  the  complaint,  and  although  some  may  cling  to 
old  and  obsolete  forms  of  pleading,  yet  to  the  plain  mind  (I 
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mean  those  who  seek  speedy  and  substantial  justice),  and 
according  to  the  law  of  the  day,  this  is  all  that  is  required. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  defense,  in  his  effort  to  estab- 
lish in  the  mind  of  the  court  that  the  form  of  action  in  this 
case  should  have  been  assumpsit,  and  not  trover,  cites  a 
synopsis  of  the  case  of  Ross  agt.  Johnson,  to  be  found  in  the 
fifth  volume  of  Abbott^s  Digest,  page  243,  forgetting  this  fact, 
that  that  authority  is  a  century  old,  and  that  we  have  changed 
much  in  the  forms  of  law  pleading  since  then,  as  well  as  in 
all  thinffs  else.  But  even  in  the  case  of  Ross  ajrt.  Johnson, 
which  I  find  reported  at  length  in  the  second  volume  of  Lord 
Mansfield's  decisions,  by  Evans,  that  most  learned  judge 
declares  his  disapprobation  of  nonsuits  founded  upon  objec- 
tions that  have  no  relation  to  the  merits  of  the  action. 

Moreover,  Lord  Mansfield  said  in  that  very  litigation 
that  the  form  of  the  suit  shouM  have  been  an  action  on  the 
case,  which  form  of  action  the  suit  at  bar  is;  and  I  hold, 
therefore,  that  the  authority  of  Ross  agt.  Johnson,  is  an 
authority  for  the  plaintiff*.  The  action  herein  is  not  brought 
specially  against  the  defendants  as  carriers.  The  complaint 
is  simply  for  the  taking  and  conversion  of  the  plaintiflPs  pro- 
perty, facts  which,  without  reference  to  form,  in  themselves 
constitute  a  substantial  cause  of  action ;  and  I  hold  that  the 
court,  under  such  a  complaint,  taking  it  in  connection  with 
the  answer  and  the  proofs  in  the  case,  would  be  justified, 
without  alleging  they  were  carriers,  in  holding  them  respon- 
sible. 

Let  us  examine  briefly  what  one  of  the  best  elementary 
writers  says  as  to  the  form  of  pleading  adopted  in  the  com- 
plaimt.  Hilliard,  on  Remedies  for  Torts,  writing  in  1867, 
says:  ^In  trover  against  carriers,  the  declaration  need  not 
set  forth  the  duty  of  the  defendants  as  carriers,  if  it  sets  forth 
his  negligence  and  loss;''  and  this  rule  was  held  in  the  case 
of  Wright  agt.  McKee  (37  Verm.  161),  and  was  also  applied 
in  the  case  of  Crouch  agt.  The  London,  dc.  (14  Eng.  Law  and 
Eq.  498);  and  these  authorities  are  gleaned  from  reports 
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adopted  by  states  where  a  much  stricter  line  of  pleading  is 
applied  than  in  our  state  since  our  Code  took  efiect;  and  I 
certainly  can  find  no  authority  wherein  this  liberal  rule  is 
condemned. 

The  only  exception  that  can  be  taken  to  the  proceedings 
had  before  the  judge  below  is,  that  in  his  charge  he  dis- 
cussed at  some  length  the  law  of  carriers.  Now,  while  such 
a  discussion  could  perhaps  have  been  dispensed  with,  has  the 
course  pursued  by  that  learned  judge  in  this  respect  injured 
the  defend^t's  caset  It  certainly  has  not;  and  the  best  evi- 
dence of  his  not  injuring  defendant's  position  before  the  jury 
in  his  charge  is  the  fact  that  not  a  single  exception  to  that 
charge  was  taken.  Indeed^  the  answer,  and  the  whole 
theory  of  the  defense,  was  that  the  defendants  were  carriers, 
and  were  not  answerable  as  such  for  this  special  property, 
and  it  was  only  at  the  request  of  the  defendants'  counsel  that 
the  court  applied  the  law  of  carriers  at  all ;  so  that  it  would 
be  unjust  to  have  this  court  apply  that  rule  to  the  plaintiff 
in  the  argument  here,  when  it  is  clearly  seen  that  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel  protested  against  its  application  throughout  at 
the  trial  below.  Nor  can  the  defendants  request  the  court, 
at  the  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact,  to  apply  a  rule  of  law  in 
their  favor  against  the  will  of  the  plaintiff,  and  then  in  the 
appellate  court,  if  that  rule  is  improperly  applied,  take  advan- 
tage of  its  improper  application  here.  But  this  the  defend- 
ants' counsel  does  not  seek.  In  his  brief  he  intimates  that 
the  complaint  is  broad  enough  to  hold  the  defendants  as  car- 
riers, and  in  his  answer  he  relies  upon  his  clients'  rights  as 
such  carriers;  and  on  the  trial  at  circuit  he  requested  that 
the  rule  of  law  relating  to  carriers  should  be  strictly  applied 
by  the  court,  and  argued  that  defendants  should  not  be  held 
liable  for  money  or  valuables  which  they  did  not,  in  their 
agreement  with  plaintiff,  as  carriers,  undertake  to  protect  or 
forward.  And  the  learned  judge  did  apply  the»  rule  as 
requested,  and  that  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word ;  for  he 
.charged  the  jury  that  plaintiff  could  only  recover  for  neces- 
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sary  wearing  apparel^  and  that  if  she  had  more  money  in  the 
trunk  than  enough  for  traveling  expenses,  she  could  not 
recover  the  money  over.  If  the  complaint  had  been  spe- 
cially drawn  so  as  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  recover  against 
defendants  as  carriers,  the  case  could  not  have  been  more 
fully  developed  on  the  trial  below  than  it  has  been.  The 
plaintiff  simply  declared  for  taking  and  converting  property. 
The  defendants  answer,  "  We  are  carpers  for  hire  between 
this  port  and  Liverpool.  We  did  agree  to  carry  you  and  a 
certain  quantity  of  baggage  to  New  York;  but  you  had  pro- 
perty and  money  in  that  trunk  of  which  you  concealed  from 
us  a  knowledge,  and  which,  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  we, 
as  carriers,  are  not  responsible  for,  and  therefore  you  cannot 
recover."  Now,  as  I  have  stated  before,  the  learned  judge 
allowed  this  theory  of  the  defense  to  go  to  the  jury,  and 
charged  the  law  of  carriers  correctly,  and  that  in  favor  of  the 
defendants;  and  he  submitted  the  question  of  necessary  wear- 
ing apparel,  and  the  proper  amount  of  money  for  traveling 
expenses,  to  the  jury.  It  will  be  said,  however,  that  under 
the  complaint  (the  complaint  being  for  taking  and  convert- 
'  ing)  final  judgment  cannot  be  granted.  There  are  two 
answers  to  this  proposition.  First,  the  complaint  is  broad 
enough  to  hold  the  defendants  as.  carriers,  because  it  was 
optional  with  the  plaintiff  to  treat  the  defendants  as  common 
carriers  and  sue  in  case  for  breach  of  duty,  or  to  ignore  their 
character  as  carriers  and  sue  for  conversion.  She  has  chosen 
the  latter,  and  the  action  lies.  Second,  if  not  broad  enough, 
the  173d  section  of  the  Code  allows  the  court — ^I  mean  the 
appellate  court — and  that  of  its  own  motion,  when  it  serves 
the  ends  of  substantial  justice,  to  make  the  pleadings  conform 
to  the  facts  proved  oh  the  trial. 

The  court  of  appeals  applied  this  rule  in  the  case  of  Pratt 
agt.  EMson  Biver  Bailroad  Company  (21  N.  T,  R.  305),  and 
the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  allowed  a  similar 
amendment  in  the  case  of  Clarh  agt.  Dales  (20  JBarb.  42).         ^      ^ 
Not  only  was  this  sound  rule  adopted  in  the  above  cases,  bufe^'v^/^  ;>  y^ 
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it  was  strictly  applied  in  all  of  the  following  cases :  Coleman 
agt.  Plaistedj  36  Barb.  272 ;  Bowdin  agt.  Coleman^  3  Ali>. 
431;  Harrower  agt.  Heath,  19  Barb.  331;  Cody  agt.  jiZfen, 
22  Barb.  388;  £afes  agt.  Graham^  1  Keman,  237.  This 
doctrine  was  also  established  in  this  court  in  the  case  of  Foot 
agt.  RobertSy  decided  at  a  late  general  term.  In  that  case 
Mr.  Justice  Monell,  in  a  very  clear  opinion^  establishes 
beyond  a  doubt  that  the  court  has  a  right,  in  all  cases  where 
it  serves  the  ends  of  substantial  justice,  to  make  the  plead- 
ings conform  to  the  proofs. 

It  was  ''in  furtherance  of  justice,"  as  the  statute  declares, 
that  such  a  section  was  added  to  the  Code;  I  mean  the  sec- 
tion enabling  the  appellate  court  to  make  such  amendments. 
And  surely  a  case  never  arose,  and  never  can  arise,  wherein 
the  statute  can  be  applied  and  the  ends  of  justice  better  sub- 
served, than  in  this  case.  Let  me  ask,  ''What  is  the  amend- 
ment, if  any,  required  here!"  Why,  it  simply  requires  the 
words  "as  carriers"  to  be  added  after  the  word  "defendant,^ 
on  line  three  of  folio  four  of  the  complaint.  It  is  conceded 
that,  in  whatever  light  we  may  view  this  case,  all  the  facta 
were  fully  developed  on  the  trial,  so  as  to  enable  the  court 
to  say  whether  the  defendants  shall  be  held  liable  as  carriers, 
or  for  taking  and  converting,  and  there  end  the  litigation. 
The  learned  judge  below  allowed  the  defendants  and  the 
plaintiff  to  place  all  the  facts  in  the  case  in  the  fullest  light 
before  the  jury,  and  i^lowed  the  jury  to  pass  upon  those 
facts ;  and  if  there  were  a  thousand  trials  had  hereafter,  mat- 
ters touching  the  property  in  controversy  could  not  be  made 
plainer.  It  this  be  so,  why  should  the  parties  be  subjected 
to  a  new  trial,  perhaps  to  a  long  and  exceedingly  expensive 
litigation,  when  this  court  sitting  here  in  banc  can  apply  a 
remedy  ! 

Section  173  of  the  Code,  relating  to  such  amendments, 
was  designed,  among  other  things,  to  shorten  litigation,  to 
put  an  end  to  suits;  and  the  courts,  in  all  cases  where  the 
rule  can  be  applied,  should  apply  it  strictly.    I  think,  how- 
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ever,  that  the  views  set  forth  in  the  first  branch  of  this  opin- 
ion are  the  corfect  views^  and  that  the  complaint,  as  it  stands^ 
is  broad  enough,  and  justifies  the  verdict  of  the  jury.*  It  is 
of  little  consequence  whether  the  defendants  took  the  pro- 
perty as  carriers  or  as  individuals;  it  is  enough  to  sustain  the 
action  that  they  took  the  property. 

What  is  the  object  of  plain  pleading?  Why,  it  is  to  pre- 
vent, among  other  things,  several  actions  from  being  brought 
for  the  same  cause;  and  when  the  cause  of  action  is  so  plainly 
stated  that  the  facts  can  be  developed  at  the  trial  and  passed 
upon  in  such  a  form  as  to  end  the  litigation  and  prevent  new 
suits  for  the  same  cause,  this  is  all  that  is  required,  and  no 
one  will  contend  for  a  moment,  after  having  examined  the 
pleadings  in  this  case,  and  after  so  full  a  development  of  the 
facts  and  circumstances  on  the  trial  below,  that  another 
action  of  any  kind,  especially  an  action  against  the  defend- 
ants as  carriers,  could  be  maintained. 

I  have  had  no  opportunity  of  consulting  with  my  associate 
justices,  who  heard  the  case  (the  papers  having  been  submit- 
ted to  me).  Perhaps  a  discussion  of  the  law  and  facts  by 
them  in  my  presence,  or  a  knowledge  of  their  views,  might 
have  induced  me  to  concur  with  them  about  the  application 
of  the  rules  of  law ;  but  in  the  absence  of  such  knowledge, 
and  entertaining  the  views  of  the  law  applicable  to  such 
cases  I  now  entertain^  I  am  for  affirming  the  judgment,  with 
costs. 
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ABATEMENT. 

I.  Where  an  action  is  eommenced  bj  ser- 
Tice  of  process  upon  only  one  of  seye- 
ral  defendants  jointly  inaebiedi  and  the 
defendant  served  dies  before  judgment, 
and  before  the  others  are  brought  in, 
an  order  to  continue  the  action  aoainst 
the  persopiil  representatives  of  ^e  de- 
ceased defendant  is  not  proper.  The 
action  should  be  continued  against  the 
other  defendants.  {Fvm  agt  MighttTt  3 
Abb,  N,  8.  385.) 


ACCORD  AND  SATISFACTION: 

1.  So  far  as  a  release  from  the  continuing 
obligation  of  a  Bi)ecialty,  or  its  modi^ 
cation,  and  the  satisfaction  of  a  liability 
incurred  under  past  breaches,  are  con- 
cerned, a  distinction  is  observed  be- 
tween the  modes  of  so  releasing,  modi- 
fying and  satisfying  them.  An  insru- 
wMtt  td  eaual  lolenuiity,  unlesa  in  case 


of  peiformanoe,  is  necessary  to  dis- 
ehM^  the  first,  or  modify  it,  except  as 
to  time  of  performance,  and  then  only 
by  way  of  estoppel ;  so  tiiat  an  accept- 
ance  by  parol,  neither  of  an  executory 
agreement  nor  a  chose  in  action,  in  oon- 
B^ration  of  a  parol  contract  to  modify 
or  discharge  iL  will  operate  as  such 
modification  or  aischaive,  even  althouffh 
such  new  agreement  be  subsequently 
performed;  whereas,  a  cause  olfaction 
arising  under  a  breach  of  covenant 
may  be  barred  by  the  acceptance  by 
parol  of  a  new  executory  agreement  m 
satisfaction  thereof.  {Ctough  agt  JCkr- 
my,  3  BobU  7.) 


2.  All  the  cases  on  this  sabjeet  lay 
great  stress  on  the  existence  of  some 
agreement  to  accept  the  new  undertak- 
ing in  place  of  the  performanet  of  the 
old,  and  the  distinction  between  ac- 
cepting the  acts  agreed  to  be  done^  or 
the  thmg  to  be  delivered  in  satisfiu^on, 
and  an  acceptance  of  the  mere  agree- 
ment to  do  or  deliyer  tkom  im  tv«  ■■■!■■ 
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way,  is  preaerved.    There  moet  be  an 
accord,    (Id.) 

3.  Hence  it  is  necessair,  in  all  cases,  to 
allege  and  prove,  eitner  by  the  terms 
of  toe  new  contract,  or  evidence  ali- 
wide^  the  existence  of  an  agreement  to 
accept  in  satisfaction  of  the  prior  con- 
tract snch  new  contract  itseli,  and  not 
the  mere  performance  of  its  terms. 
{Id.) 

4.  The  plaintiff  proposed  in  writinsr,  in 
June,  1861,  to  GO  three  things  on  cer- 
tain terms  therein  specified,  viz :  Ist 
To  release  the  latter  from  all  the  obli- 
gations of  a  contract  between  the  par- 
ties, made  in  October  previous ;  2d.  To 
return  to  him  fonr  of  certain  promissory 
notes  therein  mentioned ;  3d.  To  release 
him  from  all  obligations  in  selling  cer- 
tain merchandise  (plumbago).  The  de- 
fendant was  required,  among  other 
things,  to  diflobarge  a  certain  note-  of 
bis.  in  which  a  certain  sum  ($540|  was 
due;  to  pay  a  smUI  sum  ($21)  for  inter- 
est ;  ana  to  deliver  over  certain  notes 
of  his  own  for  certain  amounts,  as  well 
as  notes  of  S.  6l  C.  It  closed  by  the 
plaintiff  agreeing  to  return  such  four 
notes  wheti  the  d^endant  had  paid  the 
note/or  $540  and  CAe  $21  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  have  passed  over  to  him  such  nates  of 
8.  O.  and  his  own,  or  to  have  then  reaav 
for  delivery  o%  a  certain  day,  fohiek 
should  be  prior  to  a  specified  day  in 
July;  and  tout  on  those  terms  he  would 
give  the  defendant  a  receipt  in  full  for 
all  demands  (except  a  certain  specified 
note),  cancel  the  contract,  and  taice  also 
a  receipt  in  tail  for  all  demands.  The 
referee  found  as  facts,  not  only  the  ab- 
sence of  any  understanding  between 
the  parties  that  the  making  and  accept- 
ance of  snch  proposition,  and  the  defend* 
ant's  assumption,  thereby,  to  perform 
what  was  therein  reouired  of  him, 
should  be  a  substitute  lor  or  in  extin- 
tinguishmentof  the  original  agreement, 
or  of  the  defendant's  promiM  as  maker 
of  the  five  notes  therein  mentioned, 

r  but  an  actual  understanding  that  only 
his  per/omutnee  of  the  terms  of  the  pro- 
position should  determine  and  put  an 
end  to  the  oriffinal  agreement,  and  his 
liability  as  maker  of  the  notes.  Beld, 
that  this  was  a  mere  tiecordt  'whero  per" 
formance,  and  onl  v  that,  was  to  be  sat- 
isliaction,  or  wore  an  extinguishment 
of  prior  liabilities ;  and  that  the  terms 
never  having  been  complied  with,  the 
proposition  was  no  bar  to  an  action  up- 
on one  of  the  defendant's  notes  specified 
therein.    {Id.) 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. 
1.  Under  the  act  of  1860  {Laws  of  1860, 


594),  regulating  assignments,  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creaiiorB  must 
be  acknowledged  by  the  debtor  in  per- 
son.  Itcannot  be  acknowledged  by  bis 
attorney  or  proved  through  the  meaium 
of  a  witness.  {Adams  agt  Boughtom^ 
3  Abb.  N.  8.  16.) 

2.  To  entitle  any  conveyance  or  written 
Instrument,  acknowledged  or  proved 
under  the  preceding  section  (relating  to 
acknowlecumient  or  proof  made  oat  of 
the  state  ofNew  York,  and  within  any 
other  state  or  territory  of  the  United 
States),  t9  be  read  in  evidence  or  re- 
oordea  in  this  state,  there  shall  be  sub- 
joined or  attached  to  the  certificate  of 
proof  or  acknowled^ent,  signed  by 
such  officer,  a  certificate,  under  the 
name  and  official  seal  of  the  clerk, 
register,  recorder  or  a  mlhonotar^  of 
the  county  in  which  such  officer  reeidea, 
or  the  clerk  of  any  court  thereof  having  a 
seal,  specifying  tnat  snch  officer  was,  at 
the  time  of  taking  such  proof  or  ac- 
knowledgment, duly  autboriised  to  take 
the  same,  and  that  such  clerk,  officer, 
recorder  or  prothoHotary  is  well  a&> 
quainted  with  the  handwriting  of  such 
officer,  and  verily  believes  that  the  sig- 
nature to  said  certificate  of  proof  or 
acknowledgment  is  genuine.  {Laws  of 
1848,  304,  ch.  195,  «  2,  w  amended  2 
Laws  0/1867, 1515,  ch.  557,  $  I.) 

3.  This  act  shall  apply  to  all  oonveyanoea 
or  written  instruments  heretofore 
proved  or  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
or  to  which  a  certificate  has  been  snb- 
joined  or  attached,  as  provided  by  this 
act,  but  shall  not  affect  any  litigation 
now  pending.    {Id.  §2.) 

ACTION. 

1.  A  right  of  action,  onee  aoomed,  can 
be  diMharged  only  by  satisfaction  or 
release.  A  mere  waiver  has  no  effed 
npOB  it  {Christiunso%  agt.  Linjord^ 
3  Bobt  215.) 

2.  A  right  of  action,  for  wrongfhlly  and 
without  permission  raising  ores  and 
minerals  from  lands  situate  in  another 
state,  belonging  to  another  person,  and 
selling  and  converting  them,  is  assigna- 
ble, and  may  be  prosecuted  in  the 
courts  of  this  state  by  one  to  whom  the 
owner  has  assigned  such  ores  and  min- 
erals, and  all  disdm  for  their  wrongful 
conversion.  {Hoy  agt  SmUh,  49  Air&u 
360.) 

3.  An  action  for  damiwes  to  recover 
money  embezzled  need  not  prove  the 
specific  property  taken.  {Gordon  agt 
Bostetter,  3fjf.T.S.  99.) 

4.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  oontmet,  it 


NEW  YORK  PBACnCJE  KEPORTS. 


613 


Digest. 


is  provided  that  payments  shall  be 
made  previously  to  the  execatioa  of  a 
deed,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  plain- 
tiir  lo  couvey,  or  to  offer  to  convey,  be- 
fore bringing  the  suit,  even  for  the  last 
installment.  {Paine  agt.  JBitnojif  37  y 
Y,  U.  228.) 

5.  Where  ihe  time  appointed  for  payment 
may  happen  before  the  time  appointed 
for  tlie  conveyance  of  the  property, 
an  action  for  tne  money  may  be  main- 
tained without  tendering  a  conveyance, 
etc    {Id.) 

6.  Although ,  as  a  general  rule,  a  demand 
due  to  several  persons  jointly  cannot  be 
subdivided  so  as  to  allow  the  individual 
interests  to  be  separately  recovered, 
yet  this  mav  be  done  by  the  debtor's 
consent.  {Uoiiington  agt.  Crocker ,  37 
N,  Y.  B.  336.) 

7.  When,  in  an  action  upon  an  award  in 
favor  of  two  parties  jointly,  the  de- 
fendant insisted  that  one  of  tne  parties 
was  improperly  joined  in  the  action, 
because  he,  the  defendant,  had  pur- 
chased and  paid  for  die  interests  of  one 
of  the  joint  parties  in  said  award,  and 
the  plaiutiif,  by  leave  of  the  court, 
amended  his  complaint  by  striking  out 
the  name  of  bis  partner  as  a  party 
plaintiff,  kild^  tha^the  defendant  had 
consented  to  the  subdivision  of  the 
claim,  and  was  liable  to  the  individual 
party  for  his  interest  in  the  award. 

8.  Tenants  in  common  must  join  in  ac- 
tions for  injuries  to  tlie  realty.  (De 
JPuy  agt.  Stranff,  37  N.  Y.  B,  372.) 


AFFIDAVIT. 

1.  A  party  to  an  action,  as  well  as  any 
other  witness,  may  be  compelled  to 
make  an  affidavit,  under  subdivision  7 
of  section  401  of  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
{Fisk  agt.  Chicago f  dc,  JB-  M.  Co.  3 
Abb.  N,  S.  430.) 

3.  A  "fishing"  examination  is  not  allow- 
able under  that  section.  An  order  for 
the  examination  can  only  be  mad^  up- 
on proof  that  the  affidavit  of  the  wit- 
ness is  "necessary;"  and  to  allege 
this  involves  knowledge  in  advance  of 
the  facts  to  which  the  witness  will  tes- 
tify.    {Id,) 

3.  The  proper  course,  when  an  affidavit 
is  desired,  is,  oinlinarily,  to  dnift  an 
affidavit  and  snbmit  it  to  the  witness 
to  be  verified,  before  applying  for  an 
order,    (/(i.) 


4.  But  the  objection  that  no  affidavit  has 


been  prepared  and  submitted  may  be 
waived;  and  it  is  waived  if,  when 
asked  to  make  affidavit,  the  witness 
does  not  require  a  draft  to  be  subiuit- 
ted,  but  makes  a  general  refusal  to  tes- 
tify.   {Id.) 

.  5.  After  a  witness  has  refused  to  make 
affidavit,  and  an  examination  has  been 
ordered,  the  court  should  not  arrest  it 
upon  the  ground  that  an  affidavit  has 
subsequently  been  tendered,  unless  it 
very  clearly  appears  that  such  affidavit 
is  full  and  frank.    {Id.) 

6.  Ko  examination  of  books  and  papers 
is  allowable  in  the  proceeding  ^lutiior- 
ized  by  subdivision  /  of  section  401  of 
the  Code.    {Id.) 

7.  It  is  allowable^  on  application  for  or- 
ders of  publication,  and  of  a  like  nature, 
to  read  affidavits  made  and  entitled  in 
another  action.     {Barnard  agt.  jBey-  ' 
drici,  49  .Bar*.  62.)' 

8.  It  is  to  be  presumed,  from  the  fact  of 
making  an  order  for  publication,  that 
the  affidavits  recited  therein  afforded 
satisfactory  evidence  to  the  court  of 
the  re<inisite  facts  as  to  the  plaintiff's 
inability  to  serve  the  summons  on  the 
defendants  within  this  state.  Hence, 
the  omission  so  to  state  in  the  order 
does  not  affect  its  validity.    {Id.) 


1 


AGREEMENT. 

In  February,  1864,  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  entered  into  a  written  agree- 
ment, by  which  the  former  agreed  to  de- 
liver at  a  railroad  station  a  quantity  of 
lumber,  and  the  latter  agreed  to  pay  a 
specified  price  for  such  lumber,  on  He 
livery.  In  pursuance  of  this  agree- 
ment, the  plaintiff  transported  and  de- 
posited at  the  place  of  delivery  a  quan- 
tity of  lumber,  but  it  was  not  measured 
or  inspected,  and  the  defendant  was 
not  there  to  receive  it  and  to  make 
payment.  On  the  6th  of  September, 
the  parties  met  and  examined  the  lum- 
ber, when  the  plaintiff,  by  reason  of 
the  defendant's  aelay  in  receiving  and 

f>ayin^  for  the  lumber,  refused  to  de- 
iv'er  it  upon  the  contract.  The  parties 
then  entered  into  another  contract  for 
the  sale  of  the  lumber,  whereby  the 
defendant  agreed  to  pay  and  the  platn- 
tift' agreed  to  receive  an  enhanced  price 
for  such  lumber  and  for  the  purciiase 
and  sale  of  other  lumber.  Btld^  that 
the  new  contract  was  not  a  parol  alter- 
ation of  the  former  written  contract, 
but  it  was  in  substance  and  effect  a  new 
contract  in  lieu  of  the  foi-mer  one 
which  the  plaintiff  refused  to  perform ; 
and  that  it  was  valid,  and  would  sup- 
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S>rt  an  action.    (JTMMy  agt.  Matonf  49 
arb.  254.) 

2.  Held,  al$o^  that  sach  new  contract  hav' 
ing  been  executed  by  the  delivery  of 
lomber  apon  it,  ana  the  payment  of 
money  by  the  defendant,  and  a  promise 
to  pay  the  balance,  it  was  too  late  for 
him  to  recede  from  it  or  to  object  to  it« 
Tulidity.    (Id,) 

3.  By  an  agreement  between  the  parties, 
dated  Feoruary  11,  1861,  reciting  that 
they  had  agreed  to  oontinne  the  con- 
nection between  them  for  three  years 
from  January  1, 1861;  in  the  same  way 
as  theretofore,  it  was  stipulated  that 
the  arrangement  made  with  the  plain- 
tiff was  to  share  the  profits  or  losses  of 
the  defendants'  business  in  the  above 
mentioned  time,  at  the  rate  of  17^  per 
cent ;  but  that  it  was  not  to  convey  to 
the  plaintiff  the  right  of  partnership  in 
the  defendants'  firm,  of  signing  the 
name  of  the  firm,  dec;  and  that  he  was 
to  superintend  as  salesman  the  aepart- 
ment  of  general  dry  ffoods;  that  the 
nlaintiff  should  "be  at  liberty  to  draw 
f!i2,500  a  year  in  month Iv  installments, 
for  his  personal  and  otner  expenses; 
that  the  capital  then  standing  to  his 
credit  on  the  books  of  the  firm,  aa  well 
as  the  surplus  of  profits  for  the  next 
three  years,  if  any,  should  remain  in 
the  business,  to  his  credit,  at  seven  per 
cent  interest,  during  the  term  of  the 
agreement;  that  in  case  of  the  death 
of  either  of  the  defendants  during  the 
three  years,  the  agreement  was  to  re- 
main in  force  with  the  surviving  part- 
ner, if  he  should  continue  the  business ; 
and  that  in  case  of  the  death  of  the 
pluiniiff,  the  books  of  the  firm  might  be 
ualanced  either  on  the  31st  of  Decem- 
ber or  30th  of  June,  whichever  date 
miifht  follow  after  his  death,  and  the 
baiuiice  found  due  to  him  should  be 

faid  to  his  representatives.  Jleldy 
.  That  whatever  might  be  the  char- 
acter of  The  parties  in  respect  to  credit- 
ors or  others,  as  between  themselves 
they  were  not  co-partners.  2.  That 
the  ])rovi8ion  in  the  agreement,  that  in 
case  ot  the  plaintiff's  death  the  books 
of  tlte  tirm  might  be  balanced  either  on 
the  31ht  of  December  or  30th  of  June, 
excludt'd  the  idea  that  they  should  be 
balanced  ui  any  other  time  within  the 
three  years.  3.  That  as  the  accounting 
was  not  to  be  made  until  the  expiration 
of  thai  period,  the  profits  and  losses 
were  to  iie  calculated  upon  the  whole, 
and  not  upon  any  fractional  part  of  it — 
not  up<»n  evey  year,  or  month,  or  week 
within  it;  but  that  the  gross  profits  and 
losFes  of  the  specified  term  of  the  con- 
tract wera  to  constitute  the  elements 


oftheaooountiog.  {OsbrevagUSeimer 
49  Barb,  265.) 

4.  Accordingly  held,  that  the  conclusion 
of  the  referee, "  that  the  defendants  had 
no  right  to  charse  the  plaintiff  interest 
on  losses  for  tne  first  year,  nor  to 
reduce  the  amount  loaned  them  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  such  losses," 
was  correct    {Id.) 

5.  On  settling  and  arranging  a  partner- 
ship loss  between  the  parties,  the  sum 
of  f35  was  found  due  m>m  the  plaintiff 
to  the  defendants.  It  was,  therenpon, 
mutually  apeed  between  them,  by  pa- 
rolf  that  this  siim  should  be  ajmlied  ap- 
on a  demand  the  plaintiff  had  aeainst 
the  defendants,  and  the  demand  can- 
celed. Nothing  beyond  mere  words 
passed  between  the  parties,  and  id- 
thouffh  a  receipt  for  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand was  to  be  given,  none  was  ever 
executed,  ffeld,  that  the  agreement 
was  void  by  the  statute  of  frauds.  {Ix- 
OALL8.  J.,'  distented.)  [Brand  migL 
Brandj  49  Barb.  346.) 

6.  An  application  of  one  demand  to  the 
payment  or  extinguishment  of  another, 
not  proved  by  any  act  of  the  parties, 
cannot  be  claimed  as  legally  flowinj^ 
Irom  a  parol  agreement  that  such  apph- 
oation  shall  be  made.    {Id.) 

7.  By  a  contract  between  the  parties,  the 
deiendants  agreed  to  procure  fifty  cot- 
ton warps  to  be  manufactured,  and  to 
sell  and  deliver  them  to  the  plainttff  at 
a  specified  price,  to  be  paid  on  deliTezr. 
The  defendants  delivered  twenty-eignt 
of  the  warps  to  the  plaintiff,  and  pro- 
cured the  remaining  twenty-two  to  bo 
manu&ctured.  but  instead  of  delivering 
them  to  the  plaintiff,  the;^  sold  them  to 
another  person,  at  a  price  exceeding 
that  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  pay, 
and  used  the  proceeds.  In  an  action  l>y 
Uie  plaintiff  to  recover  such  excess,  the 
complaint  alleged  the  transaction  to  be 
a  sale  by  the  defendants  of  warps  be- 
longinff  to  the  plaintiff  and  delivered  to 
the  dexendants  as  his  a^uts  to  sell  on 
bis  acconnt.  ffeld,  1.  That  the  coniract 
was  executorv,  and  under  it  the  title  to 
the  warps  dia  not  pass  to  the  plaintiff 
till  delivery.  2.  That  without  title  io 
the  twenty-two  warps,  the  phiinriff 
oould  not  adopt  the  sale  made  by  the 
defendants  as  nis  own ;  his  only  remedy 
being  for  a  breach  of  the  executory 
agreement  to  deliver  them  to  him. 
3.  That  he  could  not  recover  in  this 
action,  with  the  complaint  in  its  present 
form,  without  establishing  an  express 
agreement  by  the  defendants  to  eeil  ihe 
warps  on  his  account.  {Sharp  agt.  8i^ 
iNotu,  49  .Bar6.  407.) 
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8.  Where  the  plaintiJA  loaned  to  the  de- 
fendants $10,000  in  gold,  and  the  latter 
agreed  to  repay  the  loan  in  gold,  and 
repeatedly  afterwards  promised  to  re- 
tnm  f(o\6  to  that  amoont :  Mtld^  that 
the  act  of  congress,  commonly  called 
the  legal  tender  act.  did  not  apply  to 
the  transaction ;  and  that  the  plamtifb 
were  entitled  to  damages  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  in  not  returning  the 
$10,000  in  gold.  (Welles,  J,,  du- 
tented.)  {The  Bank  of  the  Commonr 
wealth  agt.  Vifn  Vleck^  49  Barb.  508.) 


.  Hdd,  alto,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  not 
released  the  defendants  from  the  obli- 
gation of  the  contract,  by  receiving 
from  the  latter  their  check  for  $10,000, 
on  which  they  received  the  moneV  in 
legal  tender  notes,  crediting  the  check 
to  the  defendants  in  their  general  ac- 
count, where  it  appeared  that  the  check 
was  received  as  a  deposit^  like  any 
other  deposit,  and  that  tne  plaintiffs  did 
not  intend,  by  receiving  it,  to  satisfy 
or  discharge  the  defendant's  obligation 
under  the  contract.    [Id ) 


9 


10.  Where  a  person,  since  the  passage  of 
the  legal  tender  act,  promises,  for  any 
valid  consideration,  to  return  gold  or 
silver,  instead  of  the  national  currency, 
he  is  bound  to  return  those  specino 
things,  predseljT  as  be  would  be  uound 
to  return  a  specific  quantity  and  quality 
of  cotton,  if  he  had,  for  a  valid  consid- 
eration, promised  to  do  so.  (Per 
Clebkb,  J.)    \Id,) 

11.  Although  a  complaint  sets  out  an  ez- 

Eress  agreement,  it  will  be  sustained 
y  evidence  of  an  implied  one.    {Snuiih 
agt.  Lippincoti,  49  Barb,  398.) 

12.  An  implied  agreement  to  (my  for  ma- 
terials, c&c.,  when  not  inconsistent  with 
an  existing  written  agreement  between 
the  parties,  is  admissible  in  evidence, 
and  will  sustain  an  action  to  recover 
the  value  of  such  materials.    {Id.) 

13.  An  agreement  by  the  supervisor  of  a 
town  to  pay  a  stipulatea  sum  to  an- 
other, in  consideration  that  the  latter 
will  recruit  and  furnish  for  the  former, 
and  for  his  town,  a  certain  number  of 
three  years  naval  recruits,  or  the  credit 
of  the  same  duly  made,  which  sum  ex- 
ceeds the  rate  of  $600  for  each  man, 
contravenes  the  provisions  of  section  4 
of  chapter  29  of  the  laws  of  1865,  for- 
bidding the  payment  of  bounties  above 

'  the  amount  therein  prescribed,  and  is 
therefore  void.  {Poicert  agt.  Shepard. 
49  Barb.  418.) 

14.  The  fact  that  such  a  contract  is  not 
made  with  a  volunteer,  nor  for  the  pay- 

.  ment  of  bbuntieni,  will  not  authonze  a 


recovery  thereon.  The  policy  of  the 
law  is  destroyed  by  permitting  con* 
tracts  for  procuring  volimteers  by  the 
payment  to  any  one  of  an  amount  be- 
yond the  sums  prescribed  by  the  act  for 
Donnty  and  hand  money,    {id.) 

15.  If  a  written  contract,  by  reason  of  any 
mistake  of  fact,  does  not  express  the 
agreement  in  fact,  a  oourt  of  equity 
may  reform  and  correct  it  by  decree,  in 
a  direct  action  for  that  purpose ;  hut  it 
cannot  be  chan^d  or  reformed  by 
parol  evidence,  in  an  action  at  law 
arising  upon  an  alleged  breach  of  such 
contract,  in  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to 
recover  damages  only.  {Butk  agt  7}il- 
ley,  49  Barb.  599.) 

16.  If  an  alleged  previous  oral  arran^- 
ment  is  declared  upon,  as  the  subsisting 
agreement,  the  subsequent  written 
agreement  duly  executed,  the  moment 
it  is  presented  m  evidence,  destroys  the 
oral  one,  and  takes  away  its  character 
as  an  amement  entirely;  and  no 
amount  of  parol  evidence  can  give  it 
force  or  vitality  as  against  the  written 
version.  The  written  version  must  be 
changed,  or  the  contract  must  stand 
and  be  performed  as  first  written.  {Id.) 

17.  Forms  of  contracts  for  public  pur- 
poses, although  prescribed  oy  statute, 
may,  if  not  indispensable  for  accom- 
plishing such  purposes,  be  dineghrded, 
where  the  puolic  would  suffer  for  want 
of  the  accomplishment  of  such  purposes. 
(Per- RoBERTSOW,  Ch,  JA  [The  Hat- 
Urn  Oa$  Littht  Co.  agt.  Ths  Mayor.  Ac 
of  New  York,  3  BobL  100.) 

18.  When  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  de- 
livery of  goods  is  divisible  and  capable 
of  a  separate  physical  performance,  a 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  part  is  suffi- 
cient under  the  statute  of  frauds.  But 
when  the  contract  is  indivisible,  and 
cannotj  by  its  terms,  or  physical  or 
other  impossibility,  be  performed  in 
separate  parts,  the*  whole  contract  must 
be  performed  at  one  time,  and  there 
can  be  no  such  thing  as  a  part  perform- 
ance. {FLanagan  agt.  Demarett,  3  liobL 
173.) 

19.  A  contract  for  the  sale  and  deHvery 
of  a  "  cargo  "  or  "  boat  load  *'  of  barley, 
of  ahmU  9,000  bushels,  is  an  entire  indi- 
visible contract  It  cannot  be  separated 
into  ports,  and  is  incapable  of  part  per- 
formance. Neither  less  nor  more  tnan 
a  "  cai^  of  barley ''  can  be  tendered  as 
performance  by  toe  vendor.  Nor  is  the 
purchaser  bound  to  accept  a  cargo  of 
less  than  about  9,000  bushels.    {Id.) 

20.  If,  in  snch  a  case,  a  cargo  of  5,070 
bushels  of  barley  arrives,  and  ia  t«n- 
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dered  to  the  parchasen,  they  may  re- 
ject it,  aa  not  being  in  performance  of 
ihe  contract.  Upon  their  refaaing  it, 
no  right  of  action  will  aocroe  to  the 
vendora.  Upon  a  demand  by  the  pur- 
chasers of  a  cartfo  **of  aboot  9,000 
bashels/*  the  vendors,  on  a  neglect  or 
refosal  to  deliver,  will  be  liable  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract.  Bat  if  the  par- 
chasers  accept  and  nay  for  a  cargo  of 
5,070  boshels  only,  tnis  will  be  deemed 
either  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  object  or 
insist  that  it  is  not  a  fall  and  complete 
performance  of  the  contract,  or  the 
making  of  a  new  contract.    (Id.) 

SI.  The  delivery  and  acceptance  of  a 
part  of  the  goods,  to  take  a  case  oat  of 
tne  statute  of  fraads,  mast  be  a  part  of 
a  known  and  defined  quantity,  which 
can  be  disjoined  or  separated  irom  the 
whole,  not  a  part  or  an  entire  thing 
which  it  was  intended  should  be  de- 
livered in  bulk.    {Id.) 

22.  If  goods  tendered  in  full  performance 
of  a  contract  do  not  correspond  with 
the  description  of  them  in  it,  the  pur- 
chasers should  reject  them.  They  can- 
not qualify  their  acceptance,  so  as  to 
make  such  a  delivery  a  mere  part  per- 
formance. The  very  act  of  acceptance 
determines  the  completeness  of  the  per- 
formance.   [Id.) 

• 

23.  An  agreement  having  been  entered 
into  between  G.  6c  Co.  and  D.  dc  T., 
for  the  purchase  and  shipment  by  the 
latter  firm,  from  Cuba  to  New  Yorlc,  of 
cargoes  of  sugar  coEsigned  to  G.  d& 
Co.,  to  be  insured  by  G.  &  Co.  on 
joint  account,,  and  at  the  joint  expense 
of  both  firms,  an  open  policy  of  insur- 
ance was  effected  by  G.  d&  Co.  for  the 
benefit  of  themselves,  or  **whoni  it 
may  concern,"  upon  which  goods  pur 
chased  under  such  agreement  were  en- 
tered belonging  to  both  firms  jointly. 
ffeld,  that  I).  &,  T.  were  liaole,  as 
joint  contractors  with  G.  d&  Co.,  to  the 
insurers,  for  the  portion  of  the  pre- 
ipiums  remaining  unpaid.  {The  Sun 
Mutual  Insurance  Co.  agt.  Davie,  3 
Itobt.  254:) 

24.  Under  an  allegation  in  a  complaint 
that  on  a  certain  day  the  plaintilf  and 
defendant  entered  into  an  agreement, 
signed  by  the  defendant,  setting  forth 
its  lerms,  and  an  admission  in  the 
answer  that  the  defendant  signed  and 
executed  a  contract  for  the  safe,  6i,t.^  at 
alleged  in  tfie  -complaint,"  no  iurther 
proof  of  a  contract  is  necessary.  Its 
introduction  on  the  trial  becomes, 
therefore,  supererogatory.  {Spear  agt. 
Mart,  d  Holt  4:20.) 

.25.  If,  in  each  case,  the  plaintiff  rested  his 


case  without  producing  any  written 
agreement,  no  question  could*  arise  un- 
der the  statute  of  frauds.  The  averment 
that  the  parties  had  made  an  offrtemeut 
was  a  suifident  averment  of  a  valid 
contracL    {Id.) 

26.  The  statute  of  frauds  does  not  require 
that  both  parties  should  sign  one  paper 
containing  the  contract,  but  only  inat 
each  party  must  eulncribe  it.  The  sub- 
scription may  be  upon  two  separate 
papers,  by  the  parties  separately.  {Id.) 
* 

37.  Where  the  time  for  the  performance 
of  a  contract  for  the  dekvery,  by  a 
vendor,  of  goods  sold,  has  been  inddi- 
niUly  extended,  by  K^reement  of  tbe 
parties,  and  a  reasonable  time  for  per- 
formance has  elapsed,  the  right  of 
either  party  to  sue  must  depend  on  a 
demand  or  tender.  Tbe  purchaser  will 
have  no  right  of  action  until  a  demand 
and  refuse.  {Nevion  agt.  WctUt,  3 
BoU.  45^.) 

28.  The  time  for  performance  of  a  eon- 
tract  is  never  indefinitely  postponed  by 
law,  except  by  special  agreement  It 
must  be  governed  by  the  rule  of  rea- 
sonableness, unless  the  performance  be 
on  demand.    [Id.) 

29.  What  evidence  will  justify  a  charge 
that,  if  there  was  any  extension  of 
time,  it  was  indefinite.    {Id.) 

30.  The  absence  of  technical  promiasory 
words  is  of  no  practical  moment,  whera 
the  language  employed  is  such  as  to 
raise  an  imperative  legal  obligation  to 
pay.  {Barney  ai<L  WortkingtAfA,  37  N. 
Y.  B.  112.) 

31.  When  a  creditor  authorizes  his  debt- 
ors to  draw  <m  him,  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  such  draft  to  \i*f  discounted, 
and  the  avails  thereof  to  be  remitted  to 
him,  the  drawee^  for  his  benefit,  such 
drawee  becomes  in  effect  the  borrower, 
am*  is  liable,  independent  of  the  ques- 
tion of  acceptance  of  the  draft    (id.) 

32.  An  agreement  between  plaintiff'  and 
a  third  partv,  to  sell  said  third  party 
stone  and  talce  the  notes  of  defendant 
for  the  same,  will  not  bind  said  defend- 
ant to  give  his  notes,  even  though  it 
should  be  proved  that  he  had  know- 
ledge of  said  agreement  [Fitch  agt 
Dederick,  37  I^.  Y.  It,  225.) 

33.  Mere  knowledge  by  the  defendant, 
that  a  third  party  had  agreed  to  pro- 
cure his  notes  for  any  purpose,  imposes 
no  obligation  or  liability  in 
thereto  upon  the  defendant    {Id,) 

34.  Where  the  plaintiff'  offers  to  sell  all 
the  laud  which  he  owns,  or  that  he  cai 
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control,  on  Ward's  Island,  to  the  city 
of  New  York,  and  the  city  replies  by 
offering  to  bay  all  the  lands  on  said 
island  not  already  owned  by  it,  thereby 
including  other  lands  than  inose  offered 
by  plaintiff,  the  minds  of  the  parties  do 
not  so  meet  as  to  constitute  a  contract 
binding  npon  the  parties.  [McCotUr 
agt  Mayor,  tic  37  N.  Y.  B.  325.) 

35.  So,  where  the  city  anthorizes  the 
comptroller  to  purchase  such  lands, 
withont  fixing  the  price  to  be  paid,  an 
important  part  of  the  contract  is  left 
open  for  negotiation,  and  is  not  bind- 
ing, as  a  contract,  until  the  minds  meet 
upon  the  question  of  price.     ^Id,) 

ALLOWANCES. 

1.  Where  the  statute  contains  a  fee  bill, 
there  can  be  no  discretion  in  the  conrt 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  items  specified. 
{Downing  agt.  Marthallf  37  iv.  JT.  H. 
380.) 

9.  The  court  has  no  aathorjty  to  add 
items  fur  services  not  specified  in  the 
Statute.    [Id.) 

3.  In  an  action  for  an  adjudication  upon  a 
will,  the  authority  of  the  court  to  make 
fariker  allowances  of  coHtti,  under  sec- 
tion 309  of  the  Code,  is  not  applicable. 
{Id,) 

4.  So  far  as  trustees  incur  expenses  in 
managing  trust  property,  they  are  en- 
titled 10  be  re-imbursed  from  the  trust 
fund.  Reasonable  attorney's  and  coun- 
sel fees  connected  wiih  the  manage- 
ment of  the  business  of  the  trust  will 
be  allowed  as  a  part  of  the  expenses. 
{Id,) 

5.  Where  the  allowance'  made  by  the 
conrt  below  is  within  the  limits  of  its 
discretion,  the  appellate  tribunal  has  no 
authority  to  review  its  determination. 
But  if  it  exceeds  the  limits  of  its  dis- 
cretionary authority,  it  commits  an 
error  which  may  be  corrected    {Id.) 


AMENDMENT. 

1.  On  the  trial  of  a  canse,  the  court  has 
no  power,  and  consequently  a  referee 
has  none,  to  allow  the  amendmeint  of  a 
pleading  by  inserting  a  neu>  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  a  ftsv  dtfente,  {Ford  agt  Jpbrd, 
ante,  321.) 

3.  If,  on  the  trial,  sneh  an  amendment  is 
desired,  it  can  only  be  obtained  by  sus- 
pending the  trial  or  bearing,  and  applv- 
uig  <m  motion  to  tkt  special  term,    {la.) 

3.  The  opinions  adTBnced  in  TTcwdru/f  agt. 


Dickie  (31  How.  Pr.  R.  164J,  "  that  a 
referee  is  no  longer  an  officer  of  the 
court,"  or  that  ''  the  court  Ht  special 
term  has  no  more  power  to  ^rant 
amendments  than  the  court  has  on  the 
trial,"  or  "that  a  referee  has  all  the 

1>owers  of  a  conrt  at  special  term  to  al- 
ow amendments,"  not  concurred  in. 

4.  A  referee  appointed  to  hear  and  dt^ter* 
mine  a  cause  is  always  u.ider  the  con- 
trol and  direction  of  the  court,  and  iiiuy 
be  removed  at  its  pleasure.     {Id.) 

5.  Where  the  referee,  on  the  hearing, 
makes  an  order  allowing  the  uinend- 
ment  of  an  answer  by  inseriin^  therein 
the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limHatwtu, 
it  is  an  order  made  without  anihoriiy ; 
and  although  it  is  the  subject  of  fxrep- 
tion,  and  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal 
from  any  judgment  which  ini^rhi  be 
entered  on  the  referee's  report,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  restricted  to  that  mode 
of  redress ;  he  may  take  the  more  ex- 
peditious and  less  expensive  mode,  by 
moving  at  special  term  to  set  aside  the 
order.    {Id.) 

6.  The  special  term  possesses  the  power 
to  set  anide  any  oraer  made  by  a  reA.ree 
in  the  progress  of  a  cause,  which  he  had 
not  authority  to  mnke ;  and  alno  the 
power  to  compel  him  to  proceed  to  the 
trial  of  the  issues  referred  to  him  for 
determination.  ( The  case  of  Union  Haiih 
agt.  Motif  18  How^ Pr.  JK.'5i6,  apjuoeed 
and  foUoKcd )    {id.) 

7.  Where  the  canse  of  action  alleged  is 
the  breach  of  a  snbsisting  contract  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  the  relief  utiked 
is  a  judgment  for  the  amount  of  duin- 
ages  sutftuined,  leave  to  amend  the 
complaint,  so  as  to  convert  the  action 
into  one  of  equitable  cognizance,  to  re- 
form a  written  agreement,  should  not 
be  grunted  on  the  trial.  {Bush  agt. 
TilUy,  id  Barb.  5'JQ.) 

8.  The  court  has  power,  under  section 
173  of  the  Code  of  Pi*ocednre,  to  permit 
a  defendant  to  amend  his  answer  bv 
setting  up  the  defense  of  usury,  althou^^K 
the  original  answer  did  not  allege  it. 
(Z7aio»  National  Bank  of  Troy  agt. 
Bassett,  3  Alb.  N,  8.  359.) 

9.  It  seems,  that  the  decision  of  the  court 
at  special  term,  upon  snch  a  motion, 
although  involving  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion, is  reviewable  upon  appeal  to 
the  general  term.    {Id.) 

9.  The  power  conferred  npon  the  courts 
by  section  174  of  the  Code  of  Proce- 
dure, to  relieve  a  narty  from  a  proceed' 
ing  taken  against  bim'through  mistake, 
&c.,  cannot  bd  exercised  alter  the  ex- 


518 


NEW  YORK  PRACTICE  REPOBTa 


Digett 


piratioQ  of  the  jrear  limited  in  that  flec- 
tion from  auotice  of  the  proceediug. 
{Amtny  agU  Amory^  3  Abb.  S,  &  16.) 

10.  A  jadgment  of  foreclosare  and  report 
of  sale  are  **  proceedinga "  amendable 
nunc  pro  tunc^  under  section  173  of  the 
Code.    {Hogan  agi.  Soyty  37  N,  Y.  JB. 

■    300.) 

11.  Tlie  eonrt  cannot  allow  an  amendment 
of  the  complaint,  the  effect  of  which 
would  be  to  ifitrodace  a  new  caaee  of 
action.  The  right  of  amendment  is 
limited  to  the  tabject  matter  for  which 
the  action  was  originally  brought 
( Van  Syciels  agt.  Perry,  3  Bobt.  6:21.) 

12.  An  amendment  will  not  be  allowed, 
the  effect  of  which  woald  be  to  enable 
the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  half  of  a 
chum  which  they  have  parchased  since 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  and 
which  thev  coald  not  have  recovered 
as  the  action  was  originallj  framed. 
{Id,) 

13.  Kor  will  an  amendment  be  permitted 
for  the  parpose  of  introdacing  a  new 
eanse  of  action,  instead  of  the  one  laid 
in  the  complaint — a  cause  of  action 
bArred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
{IcL) 

ANSWER. 

1.  In  aa  action  upon  an  award  of  arbitra- 
ton,  an  aanrer  which  seeks  to  avoid  the 
award  on  two  grounds,  to  wit:  1st. 
Misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  arbitra- 
tors, and  2d.  Mistake  in  ascertaining 
the  amount  due  from  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  is  sufficient  aa  a  defense, 
on  demurrer.  [Oarvey  agt.4t?ar^,  ante, 
28i2.) 

2.  If  a  defendant  intends  to  rely  upon  the 
defense  that  the  plaintiff  purchased  the 
promissory  note  sued  on  for  the  par- 
poses  of  prosecution,  as  a  practicing 
att  >mey,  he  must  set  up  suca  defense 
in  his  answer,  in  order  to  give  evidence 
of  such  fact  upon  U)e  trial.  ( Wheeler 
agt.  Buckmant  ante,  350.) 

3.  Where  the  object  of  the  action  was  to 
state  ike  accmtnt  of  the  plaintiff  with  the 
trtist  fand,  abd  to  diacharge  the  plain- 
tiff from  Uu  trutt;  and  accordingly  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  complaint,  gave  his  ver- 
sion of  the  transaction,  claiming  to  have 

Enid  over  the  whole  amount  into  the 
ands  of  hi«  co-trustee,  except  what  he 
had  paid  over  u>  the  beneficiary  of 
the  rand,  and  showed  how  this  had 
been  done,  and  asked  his  discharge: 
Meldj  that  it  was  competent  for  the  de- 
fendants to  falsify  such  statement,  by 
the  allegations  in  the  answer,  not  only 


by  a  direct  denial  of  the  alleviations  in 
the  complaint,  but  by  afirmattm  alkya>- 
tione,  showing  a  disposition  and  present 
condition  of  me  fund  different  from  that 
which  the  plaintiff  insisted  upon.  And 
unless  this  object  in  the  answer  bad 
been  so  clumsily  and  ineffectually  ac- 
complished, it  was  error  to  strike  out  a 
large  portion  of  its  allegations,  as  con- 
taining wholly  irreUmni  matUr.  ( Jfo> 
Gh^tgor  agt  McOrtgor,  aa(e,  38&.) 

4.  Upon  a  motion  to  strike  out  matters  in 
an  answer  for  irrelesancy,  which  is  the 
only  ground  stated  in  the  motioufpapezs, 
the  court  ought  not  to  consider ,oniv  in- 
cidentally any  other  question,  such  as 
whether  the  matter  sought  to  be  sinckea 
out  forms  the  whole  or  a  material  part 
of  a  defense  or  a  counter-claim.  These 
questions  only  properly  arise  upon  de- 
murrer, or  on  the  trial  of  the  action. 
{Id,) 

5.  As  a  general  rule,  the  validity  of  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  is  not  to  oe  tested 
by  a  motion  to  strike  out    {Id. ) 

6.  Sham  and  vrrelemni  defenses  may  be 
stricken  out,  and  matter  of  the  same  de- 
scription may  be  stricken  oat  on  mo- 
tion, or  may  give  occasiou  for  a  motion 
for  judgment  notwithstanding  the  an- 
swer. But  the  matter  must  be  7)a//w^ 
sham  or  irrelevant    {Id*) 

7.  Where  an  answer  alleged  that  it  was 
agreed  between  the  defendant  and  the 
plaintiffs,  upon  her  purchasing  goods 
of  them,  "that  she  was  to  make  pay- 
ments from  tixe  to  time,  as  she  could, 
out  of  her  basiness,  and  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sales  "  of  the  goods :  Held, 
that  it  was  erroneous  for  the  judge  at 
the  trial  to  construe  the  answer  as 
meaning  that  the  defendant  was  to 
make  payments  from  time  to  time,  as 
she  canventently  could.  {Johnson  agt 
Plowman,  49  Baiii.  472.) 

8.  Ee!d,  also,  that  it  was  erroneous  for 
the  judge  to  charge  the  jury  that,  if 
they  believed  that  the  defendant  pur- 
chased the  goods  with  the  undervtund- 
ing  that  she  should  pay  for  them  when 
convenient,  and  that  it  had  not  been 
convenient  for  her  to  pay  before  the 
action,  they  should  find  for  the  defend- 
ant   {Id.) 

9.  Upon  such  an  answer,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  with  Uie  defendant    {Id.) 

10.  In  an  action  for  a  limited  divoroe  ok 
ihe  ground  of  cruelty,  the  defendant 
cannot  set  up  as  a  defense  or  oonntar- 
claim  the  adultery  of  the  plaintilL 
{Henry  agt  Henry,  3  BobL  614.) 

11.  The  question  whether  &cti  set  vp  in 
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mitigation  are  or  are  not  such  at  should 
be  eSmitted  to  he  given  in  evidence  for 
that  purpose,  can  only  be  determined 
by  the  presiding  jadge,  upon  the  trial. 
{Smith  ogL  TrajUnij  3  SobL  709.) 

12.  Whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  is  sufS- 
cientlj  apprisedf  by  the  contents  of  the 
answer,  oi  circnmsttmces  to  be  intro- 
duced by  the  defendant  in  mitigation 
of  damagef!,  depends  uj^n  the  question 
whether  at  the  trial,  if  the  evidence 
offered  in  its  support  is  admitted,  he 
will  be  taken  by  surprise,  and  therefore 
be  unable  to  proceed  with  such  trial. 
{Id-) 

13.  The  allegation  of  matter  in  mitigation 
of  damages,  in  an  answer,  is  not  ma- 
terial ;  it  requires  no  reply,  is  not  the 
subject  of  demurrer,  and  not  being  set 
up  as  a  defense,  but  as  a  notice  merely, 
H  motion  to  make  such  matter  more 
definite  and  certain  cannot  be  enter- 
tained.   [Id.) 

APPEAL. 

1.  On  appeal  from  an  order  appointing  a 
reaver  i»  wppUmentaty  proceedinffs, 
objections  to  the  prelimmary  affidavit 
upon  which  the  proceedings  were  oriff- 
inally  founded  cannot  be  entertained, 
where  there  is  nothing  in  the  papers 
to  show  that  such  objections  were  made 
before  the  county  judge,  or  that  he 
made  any  decision  relating  to  them. 
{Union  Bank  of  2Voy  agt.  Sargeantf 
anU,  87.) 

2.  The  proper  remedy  in  such  cose  would 
have  t>een  to  have  made  a  motion,  to  va- 
cate the  ortginuil  order,    {Id.) 

3.  The  objection  that  the  exectUion  appears 
to  have  been  issued  after  tlie  ezpiraiion 
of  five  years  from  the  entrv  of  judg- 
ment, cannot  be  cntertainea  on  such 
appeal.  If  the  execution  was  impro- 
perly issued,  the  defendant  should  have 
appned  to  the  couil  to  set  it  aside  for 

-  irregularity.    {Id.) 

4.  The  scheme  and  principle  proposed  by 
the  chapter  of  the  Code  in  relaiiou  to 
cotttf  IB,  that  where  costs  are  allowed, 
they  shall  be  paid  by  the  fund  or  party 
who  would  be  l>enefited  by  a  oowiter 
iudffmenL  {Columbian  Ine,  Co.  agL 
Steventf  ante,  101.) 

5.  Such  a  question  is  not  one  addressed 
to  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  such  a 
sense  that  no  appeal  lies  to  this  court 
from  the  decision  made  in  the  court  be- 
low.   {Id.) 

6.  Where  on  the  trial  the  defendant 
makes  no  request  to  submit  a  certain 


question  of  fact,  upon  which  there  is 
some  evidence,  to  tne  jury ;  or  to  take 
objection  to  the  insnmci'ent  proof  of 
demand  of  personal  property  before  suit 
brought,  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  such 
omissions  upon  appeal  to  the  ireneral 
term.    {S/u\jtr  agt.  Ouest,  ante,  184.) 

7.  An  order  of  the  county  court,  dismiss- 
ing an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judg- 
ment, is  a  final  determination  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties  in  the  action,  and 
is  therefore  a  judgment  within  sertion 
243  of  the  Code  of  Pi-ooedure.  (Pear- 
Am  agL  Ifovefoyy  ante,  193.) 


8.  The  pertonal  notice 
required  by  section 
time  to  appeal,  means 
from  the  party  who 

i'udgment;   and  such 
>e  a  vritten  notice, 
does  not  take  effect 


of  the  judgment, 
353  to  limit  the 
a  personal  notice 
has  obtained  the 
notice  must  also 
or  the  limitation 
{Id-) 


9.  In  cases  where  there  has  been  no  per- 
sonal service  of  proce"s,  and  the  de- 
fendant did  not  appear,  it  was  not  in- 
tended that  the  important  right  of  ap- 
peal should  be  limited  to  twenty  days 
after  the  defendant  might  be  informed 
by  some  means  of  tlie  existence  of  the 
judgments    {Id.) 

10.  Statutes  giving  the  right  of  appeal 
are  to  be  lil>erally  construed  in  further- 
ance of  justice;  and  such  an  interpreta- 
tion as  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  such 
right  is  not  to  be  favored.    {Id.) 

11.  A  general  ajfpearan^  by  the  respond- 
ent in  the  county  court,  and  noticing 
the  appeal  for  argument,  are  positive 
acts  01  submission  to  thai  tribunal,  in- 
consistent with  his  claim  that  the  ap- 
peail  was  not  in  time,  and  therefore  a 
waiver  of  his  right  to  have  the  appeal 
dismissed.    {Id.) 

12.  An  order  afifirming  an  order  of  the 
special  term,  denying  a  motion  fur  a  re- 
UticatioH  of  coste^  and  to  correct  the  judg- 
ment roll,  ii  not  appealable  to  this  court. 
{Hoe  agt.  Sanborn,  ante,  197.) 

13.  An  order  dismissintf  an  appeal  from  an 
order  of  the  specisl  temi,  reftuing  a 
mandamui^  is  not  appealable  to  this 
court.    {Id.) 

14.  An  order  dismissing  an  appeal  from 
an  order  of  special  term,  denying  a 
motion  to  correct  or  re-eettle  the  com,  is 
not  appealable  to  this  court    {Id.) 

15.  But  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
brings  up  for  review  the  order  in  rela- 
tion to  the  re-taxation  of  cotte  and  the 
correction  of  the  judgment  rol^i^  The 
question  as  to  which  part^  is  bntftled  ' 
to  costs  is  a  matter  of  sijiCtlegal.rigfat, .■ 
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and  necessanir  inTolves  the   merito. 

IG.  The  findiogB  of  h  jadge,  who  bean  the 
trial  of  a  cauM,  upon  queetioue  of  fact, 
are  conclusive,  under  the  same  rule 
that  the  findiugs  of  n  jury  or  a  referee 
are  couclaMive  upon  that  question.  {Hit- 
ter agt.  Cuthmaiif  ante,  fa4.) 

17.  In  an  action  against  a  common  carrier 
for  damages  arising  from  injury  to  pro- 
perty, where  there  is  no  question  of 
lAw,  but  the  only  question  arising  in 
the  Iit!g:ition  is  one  of  fact,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  will  be 
affirmed.  (Hunt  agt.  Michigan  SouiK- 
sn&,  <£c.  K.  Ji.  Co.  antty  U!&.) 

18.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace,  nnder 
the  provisions  of  section  ;)71  of  the 
Code,  and  after  a  written  acceptance 
of  un  otter,  upon  appeal,  to  allow  judg- 
ment for  a  certam  sum,  *' makes  a 
minute  thereof  in  bis  docket,  and  cor- 
rects such  judgment  accordingly,"  but 
refuses  to  allow  disbursements  and  costs 
in  Uie  court  below  to  Uie  appellant^  the 
appellant  may  apply  to  the  county  court 
by  Motion  Htid  have  such  costs  taxed,  and 
judgment  entered  in  his  favor  for  the 
amount  in  the  county  court;  and  an  ap- 
peal can  be  taken  therefrom  to  the  h\\ 

Si-eme  court.    {Pvnto  agt  Phelps,  ante, 
64.) 

19.  Where  a  judgment  of  the  court  below 
on  appeal  is  affirmed  as  to  one  defend- 
ant, and  reversed  as  to  the  other  defend- 
ant, not  being  jointly  liable,  the  }oiul 
obligors  who  executed  the  undtrtakina 
given  on  the  ap{>eal  for  both  detena- 
ants,  are  liable  to  pay  the  judgment  of 
affirmance.  It  is  a  case  of  ludgment 
affirmed  in  part  and  reversen  in  part. 
(AjJirmxTW  S.  C.  17  ZTw.  394,  and  Oard 
ner  agt  Barney,  24  Bow.  467.)  {Seacord 
agt  Moryan,  ante,  487.) 

SO.  An  order  to  show  cause  against  strik- 
ing out  certain  aI1e&:ationi'  in  the  defend- 
ant's answer,  c-onsiating  of  a  set  off  and 
payment,  in  case  he  should  fail  to  fur- 
nish by  a  certain  day  the  particulars 
tbereot.  is  not  appealable.  (  Watt  agt. 
Watt,  3  BobL  615.) 

81.  The  decision  of  a  motton  is  not  to  be 
considered  as  a  re«  Judicata,  Motions 
may  be  reheard  on  leave,  on  special  oc- 
casions, but  not  on  the  same  facts.  The 
granting  of  leave  to  renew  a  motion 
rests  in  tlie  discretion  of  the  court,  al- 
though on  the  rehearing  it  mnv  be 
bound  to  take  the  same  view  oi  the 
facts  as  the  judge  who  first  heard  tlie 
motion.  Sncn  an  order  is  not  appeal  a 
ble.  (Sn^ith  agt.  Spaldinp,  3  BoOt.  615.) 


22.  An  order  extending  the  time  for  tbo 
plaintiff  to  sign  and  file  a  stiymlatioii 
which  he  has  omitted  to  do,  **  in  fur- 
therance of  the  justice  of  ihe  caee," 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court ;  and 
as  it  involves  no  substantial  riglit,  is 
not  reviewable  upon  a  pineal.  Ii  does 
not  belong  to  eitner  of  the  classes  of 
orders  which,  according  to  tiie  Code- 
may  be  re-examined  at  the  general 
term.     {Butler  agt.  SiUs,  3  Bolt  644.) 

23.  An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  an  order 
granting  a  motion  for  judgment  on  ac- 
count ot  Uie  fri volousness  of  m  demurrer 
to  the  (Mimplaint,  under  section  2  {7  of 
the  Code.  The  defendant  can  only  ap- 
peal after  judgment  is  entered  for  dam- 
ages and  costs,  when  the  dei*i»ion  made 
at  the  special  term  may  be  reviewed 
upon  that  appeal.  (Bobkstson,  Ch,  J. 
duwnted.)  {Joannes  agt.  Day,  3  BobL 
650.) 

24.  On  appeal  to  tlie  coanty  court  from  a 
judgment  of  a  justice's  court,  tlie  county 
court  should  disregard  ermrs  of  the  jus- 
tice not  affecting  the  merits,  and  knve 
judgment  according  to  the  jnstice  of  the 
cnse.  ( Osincup  agt  A^ic£ols,  49  Barb. 
145.) 

25.  Where  the  real  question  involved  in 
an  action  has  not  been  presented  or  de- 
termined, tlie  verdict  will  be  set  aside. 
{Bunnell  agt.  Gi-eatfiead,  49  Barb.  106.) 

26.  When  the  order  of  the  supreme  court 
reversing  a  judgment  fnils  to  show  that 
the  judgment  was  reversed  upon  qnes- 
tions  of  fact,  it  must  be  aFsun.ed  to  have 
been  upon  quesLiotis  of  Inw,  ari.-'in.sf 
upon  exceptions  tiken  at  tlie  tiiMl. 
(BaldKin  agt  Van  De^ueu,  37  N.  Y.  B. 
487.) 

27.  An  appeal  will  lie  to  this  court  from 
an  order  of  the  genenil  tenn  lef  using  to 
vacate  an  attachment,  where  such  vaca- 
tion is  asked  for  as  a  n.nttet  of  law  and 
of  strict  right,  and  not  involving  any 
question  of  discretion.  { Tracy  agt.  Firii 
National  Bank  of  JSelma,  3f  N.  Y.  B. 
523.) 

28.  A  receiver  of  ail  insolvent  corporation 
cannot  interfere  in  a  case,  as  bv  giving 
notice  of  a  motion,  or  coudnctinif  an 
appeal  in  his  own  name,  until  he  hat 
been  made  a  parly  to  the  action  by  an 
order  of  the  court.     {Id.) 

29.  Under  the  law  of  this  state,  aa  it 
stood  prior  to  the  constitution  of  1846.  a 
decision  of  a  judge  at  circu  t,  refmtng 
an  application  for  a  postponement  of  tlie 
trial  of  a  cause,  made  upon  the  ground 
of  absence  of  a  material  witneos,  was 
regarded  as  so  far  affecting  a  snbaian- 
tiiu  right  aa  to  be  subject  to  revi««| 
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and,  if  eironeoas,  to  reversal.  {Soward 
BgL  Freeman,  3  Abb.  N,  S.  292.) 

30.  There  is  nothing  in  the  legislation 
npon  procedure,  parsed  under  the  con- 
stitution of  1846,  to  change  this  rule. 
The  power  of  a  judge  presiding  at  the 
trial  of  a  common  law  action,  to  grant 
or  refuse  a  postponement,  mnsi  still  be 
exercised  accoraing  to  law;  and  his 
decision  is  reviewable.    {Id.) 

31.  An  order  denying  an  application  of  a 
party  who  has  oeen  dispossessed  from 
real  property  under  a  writ  of  assistance 
wbicn  has  since  been  vacated,  to  be  re- 
stored to  the  possession,  is  appealable. 
{ChamUrlaui  agt  CkoUs,  3  Abb.  N.  8. 
118.) 

32.  An  appeal  may  be  taken  to  the  court 
of  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  general 
term  affirming  an  order  of  the  special 
tenn  denying  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
judicial  sale  made  under  a  judgjienc. 
(King  agt  Piatt,  3  Abb.  N.  A  174.) 

33.  Such  an  order  is  final ;  it  affects  a  sub- 
stantial right ;  and  it  is  an  order  made 
npon  a  summary  application  in  an  ac- 
tion after  judgment    {Id.) 

34.  Such  an  order  is  not  purely  discre- 
tionary with  the  court  below,  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  prevent  it  from  being  re- 
viewed.   {Id.) 

35.  An  appeal  in  such  a  case  is  in  time, 
if  taken  within  two  years  from  the  en- 
try of  the  order.  The  order  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  jud^^ment,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Code  of  Procedure.    {Id.) 

36.  An  appeal  from  an  order  overruling  a 
demurrer  does  not  operate,  by  itself,  as 
a  stay  of  proceedings.  (Christy  agt. 
Libby,  3  Ali.  N.  S.  423.) 

37.  A  stay  may  be  granted  by  the  court ; 
but  in  ordinary  cases  only  upon  terms 
of  defendant ^ving  security.    {Id.) 

38.  An  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  county 
court,  granting  a  new  trial,  on  the 
judge's  minutes,  is  an  enumerated  mo- 
tion, and  must  be  placed  upon  the  cal- 
endar, and  brought  on  npon  printed  pa- 
pers. {Harper  agt  AUyn,  3  Abb.  If.  S. 
186.) 

39.  It  is  an  error  of  law,  reviewable  upon 
appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  for  a 
court  to  find  a  fact  of  which  no  proof 
whatever  is  made.  {Bnuh  agt  Zee,  3 
Abb.  N.  8.  204.) 

40.  But  to  render  the  objeetion  available 
in  the  court  of  appeals,  the  proper  ex- 
ception must  \ye  taken  in  the  court 
below  on  behalf  of  the  party  injured. 
If  the  fact  found,  if  true,  sustains  the 


judgment  appealed  from,  and  no  excep- 
tions appears  to  have  been  taken  to  the 
defect  of  proot^  the  court  of  appeals 
will  affirm  the  judgment,  however  defi- 
cient the  proof  may  be.    {Id.) 

41.  The  authority  of  the  general  term, 
upon  appeals  from  the  special  term,  is 
not  confined  to  a  simple  reversal  or 
affirmance ;  but  it  may  make  such  order 
as  the  special  term  should  have  made 
in  the  first  instance.  {Howard  agt. 
IS-eeman,  3  Abb.  N.  8.  292.) 

42.  Upon  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a 
county  court  to  the  supreme  court,  the 
succe&hfiil  party  is  entitled  to  the  fnll 
costs  given  by  subdivision  5  of  section 
307  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  {Grew 
agt  Hamuih,  3  Abb.  N.  8.  183.) 

43.  The  right  to  those  costs  l)eing  given 
by  statute,  any  provision  in  the  order 
of  the  supreme  court  determining  the 
appeal,  which  purports  to  liinii  the 
costs  to  a  less  sum— «•  g.,  a  provision 
awarding  motion  costs  only — ^is  a  nul- 
lity.   {Id.) 

44.  Entering  an  order  containing  such  a 
provision  is  not  a  waiver  of  tiie  statu- 
tory costs.    {Id.) 


ARBITRATION  AND  AWARD. 

1.  In  an  action  npon  an  award  of  arbi- 
trators, an  anewer  which  seeks  to  avoid 
the  award  on  two  grounds:  Ist,  Mis- 
conduct on  the  part  of  the  arbitrators, 
and  2d,  Mistake  in  ascertuiuiug  the 
amount  due  from  the  defendmit  to  the 
pliiintilf,  is  sufficient  as  a  defense,  on 
oiMimrrer.      {Garoey  agt  Carey,  aato, 

2.  A  party  cannot  enter  a  judgment  upon 
an  award  in  his  favor,  unless  the  sub- 
mission pursuant  to  which  it  was  made 
be  in  conformity  with  the  statute  re- 
specting arbitrations.  Nor  can  any 
judgment  be  entered  on  an  award,  un- 
der the  statute,  until  the  rubmiision  be 
proved  by  the  affidavit  of  a  subncribing 
witness  thereto.  {Ooodsell  agt.  PhilUpe, 
49  Barb,  353.) 

3.  If  there  is  no  subscribing  witness  to 
the  submission,  so  that  the  plaintiff 
cannot  comply  with  the  re<}nirement 
of  the  statute,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a 
judgment  upon  the  award.    {Id.) 

4.  And  if  the  plaintiff  applies  for  judg- 
ment npon  the  award,  without  notice 
to  the  defendant,  the  latter  will  not 
waive  the  objection  that  Uie  submission 
was  not  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  a 
subscribing  witness,  by  not  opposing 
sttoh  application.    {Id.) 
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5.  Nor  will  be  waive  the  ohjectioii  by 
taking  part  in  the  proceedingB  before 
the  arbitrators,  knowing  that  there  is 
00  subflcribing  witneu  to  the  sob- 
niiiwion;  nor  by  omitting  to  move  to 
▼Hcate,  modify  or  correct  the  award. 
{Id.) 

6.  A  part^  to  an  arbitration  may  resort 
to  tne  original  cauae  of  action  embraced 
UienjiD,  where  the  award  of  the  arbi- 
trator ia  void.  {MortOA  agt.  Cameron, 
3  BobL  I9i.) 

7.  Under  the  provisiona  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  relative  to  the  snbmission  of 
controversies  to  arbitration,  no  Judg- 
ment can  be  entered  upon  an  award  of 
arbitrators,  nuless  the  submission  is 
proved  by  the  affi(lavit  of  a  subscribing 
witness. '  When,  therefore,  the  submis- 
sion is  not  attested  by  any  sabscribiujjf 
witness,  any  judgment  entered  nj)on  it 
is  irregular,  and  should  be  set  aside  on 
motion.  ( Ooodsell  agt  PkiUiptf  3  -Abh. 
If.  S.  147.) 

8.  An  award  founded  on  an  nnatteated 
submission  may,  however,  be  enforced 
by  action.    {Ia.) 

9.  The  objection  to  the  propriety  of  enter- 
ing judgment  n{>on  an  award  founded 
npon  a  submission  unatteste<l  bv  a  sub- 
sen  iiing  witness  is  not  waived  by  at- 
tending and  proceeding  before  the  arbi- 
trut<)rs,  pursuant  to  such  snbmisaion. 
{Id) 

10.  An  award  of  arbitrators  cannot  be  en- 
forced by  a  jiHgment,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Ke vised  Statutes,  unless  it 
is  made  purHnant  to  the  written  submis- 
sion. {MatUr  ef  Schaftr,  3  Ahb.  N.  S. 
234.) 

11.  Where  an  award  is  not  made  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  the  original  sub- 
misHiou,  but  within  an  oral  extension 
given  by  the  patties,  it  may  be  valid  as 
an  award,  and.  enforceable  by  action, 
but  cannot  be  the  basis  of  a  judgmenL 
Ud.)  ^ 


ARREST. 


1.  There  is  but  one  form  of  order  of  arrest 
prescribed  in  the  Code,  and  that  is  con- 
tuiiied  in  section  183.  All  orders  of 
arrest  must  contjiin  the  reqnisites  there- 
in stated.  They  mu^t  require  the  sher- 
iff to  arrest  the  defendant  and  hold  him 
to  bail;  and  must  require  tliis  to  be 
done  in  a  specified  sum.  {Ti-acy  agt 
Veeder,  aiiUy  209.) 

8.  The  order  of  arrest  issued  nnder  subdi- 
vision 3  of  section  179  must  be  in  form 
conformable  to  section  183,  the  same  as 


an  order  ieraed  in  anjf  other  cane ;  and 
is  no(  reqoired  to  be  in  a  snm  eqnal  to 
double  tne  value  of  the  property,  as 
stated  in  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintJIT 
accompanying  the  replevin  papers.  {Id. ) 

3L  Consequently,  where  the  order  speci- 
fies the  snm  in  which  the  defendant  m 
to  be  held  to  bail  at  less  than  doobla 
the  sum  stated  in  the  affidavit,  it  does 
not  make  the  order  void ;  and  being  f<^ 
the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  be  cannot 
move  to  set  it  aside  on  that  gTomid. 
{Id.) 

4.  An  order  of  arrest  is  not  defective  be- 
cause it  omits  to  recite  the  mbdivitiom 
(ot  $  179)  nnder  which  it  is  issued.  Al- 
though this  would  be  a  convenience, 
and  probably  would  be  better  to  incor- 
porate such  fact  in  the  order,  vet  it  can- 
not be  regarded  as  absolutely  obligatory, 
because  the  statute  does  not  require  it ; 
and  the  court  must  be  careful  not  to  pat 
into  the  statute  words  which  it  does  not 
contain.    {Id.) 

5.  On  a  motion  to  discharge  an  order  of 
arrest,  where  there  is  no  sufficient  evi- 
deuce  produced  that  the  order  was  is- 
sued under  subdivision  3  of  section  179, 
the  motion  cannot  succeed,  where  it  is 
conceded  by  the  mover  that,  if  the  order 
was  not  issued  under  that  subdivision, 
it  is  unobjectionable.    {Id.) 

6.  A  defendant  cannot  succeed  on  a  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  an  order  of  arrest,  by 
claiming  that  it  was  issued  under  subdi- 
vision 3of  section  179,  in  reference  to  a 
concealment  of  the  propei^,  which  he 
attempts  to  explain  satisfnctorT,  but 
upon  which  point  there  is  <Mntradictory 
evidence,  while  the  plaintiff's  case  is 
almost  undenied  upon  the  point^ — which 
is  the  gravamen  ol  the  complaint,  that 
faUe  and  fraudulent  repraentatume  were 
made  by  one  of  the  defendants  in  t)re 
purchase  of  the  pioperty  on  credit, 
which  would  bring  toe  action  under 
subdivision  1  of  section  179.    {Id,) 

7.  If  the  defendants,  in  an  action  for 
claim  and  delivery,  claim  the  benefits 
of  the  purchase  or  the  propertjr,  which 
it  is  alleged  was  made  by  their  agent 
fraudulently,  although  they  allege  a 
want  of  knowledge  of  such  fraudulent 
purchase,  the*  thereby  indorse  the 
agency.    (Id.) 

8.  Every  ratification  of  an  assumed  asen- 
cy  is  equivalent  to  an  original  aotnor- 
ity.    {Id.) 

9.  An  order  of  arrett  may  be  made  to  ar- 
company  tne  summons,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards,  before  jndpwuHt.  {Code, 
$  183.)  The  word  "judgment"  hers 
mentioned,  is  defined  to  mean  "tiio 
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final  detenniiutioD  of  the  rights  of  the 

SLrtiee  in  the  action."    {Mott  agt  Ukion 
ank  of  New  York,  anU,  332.) 

10.  A  judgment  obtained  hy  default^  found- 
ed oil  allegHtioHB  of  fniuu,  is  sach  a 
jac^ment.  But  if  the  defendant  moves 
and  obtains  an  order  opening  the  judg- 
ment with,  liberty  to  answer  on  terms, 
an  order  of  an-est  may  be  iscued  against 
bimi  notwithstanding  the  judgment  is 
directed  to  stand  as  security.    \Id.) 

11.  If  defendants  in  an  action  for  roover- 
sion,  moves  to  vacate  an  order  of  ar 
rest  granted  upon  an  affidavit  averring 
a  demand  of  toe  property  from  him,  it 
is  for  him  to  show  that  timely  objection 
to  the  authority  of  the  agent  making 
the  demand  was  made,  or  that  the  de 
fendant  had  rightfully  a  lien  upon  the 
property  at  the  time  of  demand,  if  he 
relies  npon  either  of  those  facts  as  an 
objection  to  the  validitv  of  it.  {BtUlou- 
hey  agt.  Cadot,  3  Abb.  2vr.  S.  122.) 

12.  A  defendant  who  has  appeared  gen- 
enUlv  in  an  action  cannot  afterwards 
avail  himself,  on  a  motion  to  vacate  an 
order  of  arrest,  of  an  objection  that  the 
Christian  names  of  the  plaintiffa  are  not 
stated  in  the  papers  on  which  the  order 
of  arrest  was  ootained.    (Id.) 

13.  On  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  ar- 
rest made  npon  the  original  papers 
only,  if  the  necessary  facts  are  posi- 
tively sworn  to  in  the  plaintiff's  affida- 
vit, and  if  deponent  can  have  had 
knowledge  of  tnem,  the  court  will  not 
vacate  the  order  on  the  ground  that  the 
statements  which  it  contains  were  pro- 
bably not  "within  his  knowledge.    {Id.) 

14.  When  a  defendant,  against  whom  an 
order  of  arrest  has  oeen  issued,  moves 
to  vacate  it,  upon  the  ground  that  an 
action  on  the  debt  alleged  has  been 
barred  by  a  discharge  in  insolvency, 
granted  under  either  of  the  statutes  of 
New  York  upon  that  subject,  the  court 
has  power  to  examine  into  the  validity 
of  the  discharge.  {American  FUitk  and 
Cap  Co,  agt.  Son,  3  Abb.  N.  S.  333.) 


ASSESSMENT  AND  ASSESSORS. 

1.  Though  erroneous,  is  not  void,  where 
the  assessors  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  party  and  of  the  subject 
matter  of  taxation.  {S\cift  agt  dtu  of 
Fifughkeeptie,  37  H.  T,  S.  511.) 

52.  It  teems  a  statement  of  debts  dne  to 
non-residents,  filed  by  the  agent  there- 
of with  the  county  treasurer,  according 
to  the  requirements  of  the  statute  ILawe 
1851,  p.  2),  is  not  conclusive  on  tne  as- 
lesHors ;  and  it  is  their  right  to  inquire 


farther  and  ascertain  by  other  agencies 
the  amount  which  may  be  due  within 
their  district.  (People  agt  Haltey.  37 
N.  Y.  U.  344.) 

3.  The  amount  determined  by  the  asses- 
sors to  be  due  is  conclusive  on  that 
point  nntil  set  aside  by  a  proceedinjg 
instituted  fur  such  purpose;  and  it  is 
not  within  the  anthority  of  the  county 
treasurer  to  question  its  accuracy  or 
legality,  when  called  upon  to  issue  his 
warrant  for  the  collectio.i  of  the  tax 
assessed  npon  such  estimate.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  assessors  have  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  plaintitf,  and  of  the 
subject  matter  of  taxation,  although 
their  assessment  may  be  erroneous,  it 
is  not  void,  and  can  be  corrected  onlv 
by  an  appropriate  proceeding  for  suca 
purpose,  ana  does  not  lay  the  founda- 
tion for  an  a'^tiou  at  law  to  redress  the 
alleged  injury.  (Sirift  agt.  City  of 
Potighkeept'u,  37  iT.  yf  if.  211.) 

5.  The  remedy  in  such  cases  may  be  by 
writ  of  error  or  certiorari,  to  have  the 
assessment  roll  eorrected.  (iVMiLLEB, 
J.)    (Id.) 

6.  When  the  tax  has  been  collected  and 
paid  into  the  treasury  of  a  municipal 
corporation,  the  corporation  will  not  be 
liable  in  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received,  etc,  to  refund  the  tax  ille- 
gally assessed     (Id.) 

ASSIGNMENT. 

1.  It  is  competent  for  debtors  in  failing 
circumstances  to  make  an  assignment 
of  all  their  property  for  the  benefit  of 
their  creditoi-s,  providing  that  their  con- 
fidential and  accommodation  creditors 
'shall  be  first  paid ;  secondly,  that  those 

creditors  who  had  executed  a  condi- 
tional release,  fifty  per  cent  on  their 
daims;  thirdly^  the  residue  of  the  cred- 
itors to  be  pain.  (Spaulding  Rgt.  Strang, 
37  N,  Y.  k.  135.) 

2.  Debtors  have  authoritv  to  stipulate  to 
pay  fifty  per  cent  on  the  claims  of  sU 
creditors  who  will  execute  a  conditional 
release,  agreding  to  receive  the  same  in 
discharge  of  their  claims ;  and,  in  mak 
ing  an  assignment,  it  is  lawful  to  prefer 
Buch  class  of  creditors.    (Id.) 

3.  Those  ereditors  who  refuse  to  execute 
such  conditional  release  have  no  legal 
remedv  if  nothing  remains  to  apply  to 
their  demands,  so  long  as,  bv  the  terms 
of  the  assignment,  the  whole  property 
of  the  debtor  is  appropriated  to  the 
payment  of  debts.    \ld.) 

4.  A  joint  debtor  cannot  execute  an  as- 
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Bignmeut  of  joint  property,  bo  aa  to 
pass  the  title.  {Oates  agt.  Andrew^  37 
li.  r.  B.  657.) 

5.  The  right  of  action  for  damases  for  the 
breach  of  a  covenant  ajfaiuBt  incum- 
brances  may  pasB,  in  equity  as  an  inci- 
dent, by  force  of  a  conveyance  of  the 
land  itaelf  as  the  principal  thing.  {Hob' 
erU  agt  Zory,  3  A,bb.  N.  S,  311.) 

6.  Proceedings  aathorized  to  compel  an 
assignee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  to 
render  an  accounting  before  a  conntv 
judge.  (2  iMusi  of  1867,  2163,  ch.  8G6, 
&  1 ;  amending  Law*  of  1860,  596,  ch. 
348,  $  4.) 


ASSIGNMENT  FOR  THE  BENEFIT 
OF  CREDITORS. 

1.  Provisions  in  an  an  assignment  for  the 
benetit  of  creditsra.  directing  the  as- 
signee to  continne  and  carry  on  a  bnsi- 
ness  for  the  period  of  eighteen  months. 
at  his  discretion ;  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
the  assigned  property,  and  such  other 
articles  as  he  may  manufacture,  on 
credit^  or  otherwise ;  to  use  the  proceeds 
in  continuing  the  business ;  to  employ 
the  assignor  in  the  business  during  the 
con  ttn  nance  of  the  trust,  at  a  specified 
salary ;  leaving  it  in  the  discretion  of 
the  assignor  to  say  when  the  trust  shall 
be  closed ;  and  providing  for  therelense 
of  the  assignor,  and  excluding  from  the 
benefit  of  the  trust  creditors  who  shall 
object  to  the  trust  deed ;  are  contrary 
to  law,  and  render  such  deed  fraudulent 
and  void  as  n^ainst  the  creditors  of  the 
assignor.  IRenioH  agt.  Kelly,  49  Barb. 
536.) 

2.  The  proceeds  of  property  fraudnlenUy 
assigned,  while  in  the  hands  of  the  as- 
signees, are  held  by  them  as  trustees 
for  those  creditors  of  the  assignors  who 
are  intended  to  be  defrauded  by  the 
assignment,  and  have  exhausted  their 
remedy  by  execution.  They  are,  while 
nndistributed,  subject  to  all  tne  equitable 
ritrhrs  of  such  creditors.  (Lawrence 
Rgt.  Tkt  Bank  of  tke  Bepubllc,  3  BobL 
142) 

3.  Any  creditor  who  has  exhausted  his 
remedies  at  law  can  attack  the  Vhlidity 
of  an  assignment  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  and,  by  a  judgment  which  avoids 
the  assignment,  reach  any  property  re- 
maining in  the  hands  of  the  assignees, 
or  which  is  subject  to  their  control. 
{Id.) 

4.  A  judgment  creditor  of  one  of  two 
members  of  a  firm,  who  had,  before  the 
recovery  of  such  judgment  assigned  all 
their  property,  consisting  Bolely  of  a 


small  smouQt  of  partnership  goods  and 
chattels,  and  of  real  estate  Deu>nging  to 
the  other  partner,  to  a  trustee  in  imst 
to  pay,  Jirttf  their  partnership,  and 
teeoudly^  their  individual  debts,  caimot 
hold  such  assignee  responsible  for  the 
value  of  the  land  assigned,  to  the  extent 
of  such  judgment,  merely  because  such 
assignee  had  reconveyed  snch  real  estate 
to  its  original  grantor,  ofVer  thfe  latter 
had  bought  up  and  compromined  all 
the  debts  of  the  firm,  which  exceeded 
tlie  value  of  such  land,  and  after  the 
snpren.e  court  had,  upon  petition,  with 
the  Hs-sent  of  all  the  partneisliip  credit- 
ors, discharged  tho  assignee  from  his 
trust,  upon  reconveying  the  land  to  the 
grantor.     {Reed  agt  AlUrton,  3  B<^t. 

5.  Such  jud^ent  being  against  one  part- 
ner individuiUIy.  aqd  not  against  the 
firm,  nor  for  a  hrm  debt,  the  party  re- 
covering it  has  no  equity  to  entitle  him 
to  have  the  individual  property  of  the 
other  partner  applied  to  pay  it    {Id.) 

6.  If  the  order  of  the  supreme  court  rs- 
lieving  the  assignee  from  all  responsi- 
bility as  trustee  under  the  assignment 
was  obtained  improperly,  or  on  £alse 
suggestions,  the  remedy  of  such  judg- 
meut  creditor  in  by  uu  application  u> 
that  court  to  set  it  aside ;  but  so  long  as 
such  judgment  remains  in  full  force,  not 
set  aside  or  modified,  it  is  a  complete 
bar  to  any  action  brought  by  such 
judgment  creditor  against  him.    ( Id. ) 

7.  The  supreme  court,  as  the  successor  of 
the  court  of  chancery,  has  jurisdiction 
to  accept  thfi  resignation  of  a  tmstee 
who  is  assignee  of  an  insolvent  debtor, 
and  to  discharge  him  from  all  liability 
to  account  to  the  cestuie  qv£  trusty  under 
the  assignment     [Id ) 

8.  An  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itorSf  which  directs  or  authorizes  such 
a  disposition  to  be  made  of  property 
conveyed,  or  of  its  proceeds,  as  will,  if 
carried  into  effect  by  the  assignee,  ne- 
cessarily deprive  the  assignor's  credit* 
ors  of  their  right  to  have  such  property 
applied  to  the  payment  of  their  claims, 
is  on  its  fiioe  fraudulent  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  assignor.  (Lester  ugL 
Pollock,  3  BobLGdl.) 

9.  A  firm  consisting  of  three  partners  be- 
ing dissolved,  a  new  firm  oompoeed  of 
two  of  the  partners  was  formed,  to 
whom  the  third  sold  out  his  interest  in 
the  former  firm.  SubBeqnentlv  the 
second  firm  made  an  assigpment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  containing  a  provi- 
sion to  pay  off*  all  the  debts  due  and 
owing  by  the  second  firm,  or  the  late 
prior  finui  or  eitfter  of  the  wtemUr»  of 
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taid  firms,  to  one  of  the  assigneee. 
Htldy  that  the  aasigument  was  iuvalid 
as  to  creditors  of  the  first  firm.    \Id.) 

10.  It  is  competent  for  debtors  in-  failing 
circumstances  to  make  an  assignment 
of  all  their  property  for  the  benefit  of 
their  creditors,  providing  that  their  con- 
f^dtntial  and  accommodation  creditors 
shall  be  first  nuid ;  tecoTidly^  that  those 
ci-editorsVvho  nad  executed  a  condition- 
al release,  fifty  per  cent  on  their  claims ; 
thirdly^  the  residue  of  the  creditors  to 
be  paid.  {Sj)auldiiu^  agt.  Stranfft  37  If. 
Jr.  £i,  135.) 


ASSOCIATIONS. 

1.  The  open  board  of  hrokers  in  the  city 
of  New  York  is  not  a  corporation  ;  nor 
18  it  a  joint  stock  association ;  nor  is  it, 
as  respects  questions  relating  to  the 
continuance  or  termination  of  member- 
ship in  it,  a  partnership.  {WhitA  agt 
Btowiull,  3  Abb.  iV.  S.  318.) 

2.  That  board  is  a  voluntary  associatioa 
of  persons  who,  for  convenience,  have 
associated  to  provide,  at  the  common 
expense,  a  common  place  for  the  trans- 
action of  their  individual  business  as 
brokers.    [Id.) 

3.  The  agreement  which  the  members  of 
such  an  association  have  made,  upon 
the  subject  of  membership,  and 
what  shall  be  the  terms  on  which  it 
shall  be  acquired,  and  the  grounds  and 
proceedings  upon  which  it  shall  be  ter- 
minated, must  determine  the  rights  of 
pirties  on  that  subject.  A  court  of 
justice  must  recognize  and  enforce 
these  provisions  of  the  compact  It 
cannot  substitute  another  contract  for 
the  one  which  the  parties  have  made. 
{Id.) 

4.  One  who  becomes  a  member  iu  a  vol- 
untary association  whose  rules  provide 
tor  expulsion  on  certain  grounds,  and 
direct  a  mode  of  proceeding  before  a 
committee  or  tribunal  of  the  as.socia- 
tion,  to  ascertain  whether,  in  a  given 
case,  such  grounds  exist,  submits  him- 
self to  these  rules,  and  cannot,  when 
they  are  invoked  sgainst  himself  (noth- 
ing unlawful  or  unconscientious  in  them 
being  shown),  resort  to  a  court  ot  jus- 
tice to  prevent  them  ffom  being  put  in 
force.  An  inj  unction  against  the  tribu- 
nal of  the  association,  or  against  an 
officer  of  the  association  charged  with 
executing  the  decision  of  the  tribunal, 
will  not  lie.    (Id.) 

5.  Provisions  of  the  constitution  and  by- 
laws of  the  open  board  of  brokers  m 
the  city  of  New  York,  authorizing  the 


expulsion  of  a  member  who  should  fail 
to  perform  contracts  made  at  board 
with  another  member,  examined,  and 
adjudged  not  unreasonable.    (Id,) 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  An  attachment  cannot  be  levied  and  a 
lien  acquired  upon  money  of  a  debtor 
deposited  in  a  bank  by  another  iu  the 
name  of  the  latter,  to  whom  the  bank 
has  given  credit  therefor ;  although  the 
deposit  be  made  coUnsively  with  the 
debtor,  and  fraudulently  as  to  his  cred- 
itors. QreetiUaf  agt  Mw^ford,  ante, 
148l) 

2.  Neither  can  an  action  be  maintained 
by  the  sheriff,  or  by  a  judgment  credit- 
or, in  aid  of  sucli  attachment,  or  to  de- 
clare or  create  a  lien  on  the  fund,  when 
none  was  acquired  by  the  attachment 
proceedings.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  jury  pass  upon  the  question 
of  the  proper  transfer  to  the  plaintiff, 
on  a  certain  day,  of  a  promissory  note 
in  suit,  such  finding  fully  defeats  any 
daim  in  attachment  proceedings  had 
against  the  prior  owner  of  such  note, 
after  the  date  of  such  transfer.  ( Wheeler 
agt  JSttdbnan,  ante,  350.; 

4.  Where  the  summons  is  issned  and  an 
attachment  levied  nf)on  defendant's  pro- 
perty, more  than  thirty  days  before  the 
service  of  the  summons  and  complaint 
upon  the  derendant  out  of  the  state,  by 
which  the  action  is  deemed  to  have  been 
commenced  (no  service  by  publicati()n 
having  been  made),  the  attachment  be- 
comes wholly  vena,  under  section  *2Z7 
of  the  Code,  and  will  be  set  aside  on 
motion.  Bqt  the  order  of  publication 
will  be  allowed  to  stand.  ( WaJlU  agt 
GobUf  anU^  356.) 

5.  Proceedings  tupjjUmentary  to  execution 
are  proceedings  in  the  actton^  not  medal 

the  Uode. 


prooeedingif  designated   by 
(Seeley  agt.  Blacki  ante,  3(3, 


) 


6.  Consequently  the  proceeding  by  aiiach- 
mentf  for  a  violation  of  an  order  in  sup- 
plementary proceedings,  is  a  proceeding 
in  tibe  action ;  and  coett  therein  should 
be  taxed  as  cotit  in  the  action,  and  not 
as  costs  of  an  action^  which  are  allowed 
in  special  proceedings.    (Id.) 

7.  The  attachment  authorized  hy[  section 
227  of  the  Code  of  Procedure  is  allow- 
able in  actions  for  legal  relief  only.  It 
cannot  be  issued  in  an  action  for  equit- 
ble  relief— s.  ^.,  an  action  seeking  to 
have  a  deed  canceled,  and  an  account- 
ing and  an  injunction  and  "receiver 
(Ehner  agt  Bradford,  3  Abb.  N  8 
248.) 
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8b  A  national  bank  is  a  "foreiffn  eorpon^ 
tion."  within  the  meaning  or  that  term 
aa  aefined  in  section  W  of  the  Code 
of  Procednre ;  and  its  property  in  this 
state  is  liable  to  be  attached  tn  an  ac- 
tion against  it,  to  the  same  extent  as 
that  of  foreign  coiTorstlons  generally. 
So  keldf  wbere  the  bank  was  organised 
and  located  in  another  state.  (Cooke 
Mgt.  StaU  National  Bank  of  Botton^ 
3  Abb.  N,  8. 339.) 

9.  It  is  good  ground  for  vacating  an  at- 
tachment issued  against  an  alleged 
son-resident  and  abseonding  defend- 
ant, that  his  absence  fhxn  his  place  of 
abode  was  open  and  notorious ;  that  he 
made  no  efforts  to  conceal  the  same ; 
that  his  conduct  was  not  designed  to 
place  any  one  on  a  false  scent,  or  to 
evade  service  of  process ;  and  uat  he 
omitted  nothing  which  he  was  le^llj 
bound  to  do,  to  enable  the  plain  tift  to 
find  him.  The  mere  Ikiiure  ot  a  plain- 
till  to  learn  the  whereabouts  of  a  de- 
fendant affords  no  evidence  of  culpable 
eonduct  on  his  part.  {Swetev  agt  mtL 
UU,  3  Abb,  N.  8.  444.) 

10.  The  rule  that  a  motion  to  dischar^ 
an  attachment,  if  founded  upon  an  ir- 
regularity, must  be  made  at  the  earliest 
opportumtj,  or  the  delay  ezcu.<ed  does 
not  apply  to  motions  for  relief  affectina 
the  snbstantiul  rights  of  parties.    (/<2.) 

11.  It  is  not  necessary  that  a  motion  to 
vacate  an  attachment  should  be  made 
before  judgment ;  and  an  order  of  court 
gmntiog  a  motion  to  open  a  default, 
but  allowing  the  iudgment  entered  to 
stand  as  security,  aoes  not  preclude  the 
defendant  from  afterwaids  moving  to 
vacate  the  judgment  So  held,  where 
the  objection  to  the  attachment  went 
to  the  jurisdiction.    (Id.) 

12.  Where  a  debtor  refuses  to  pay  his 
note  on  demand,  and,  on  being  told  by 
the  holder  that  he  will  be  sued,  threat- 
ens that  if  he  is  sued  he  will  turn  over 
uU  his  property,  and  that  the  holder 
*'  will  not  ^t  a  cent,"  the  property  of 
the  debtor  is  liabie  on  such  threat  to  an 
attachment.  {Livermort  agt.  Bhoda^ 
3  iSoR  636.) 

13.  Although,  when  an  attachment  is  or- 
dered to  be  set  aside,  a  right  of  action 
upon  the  undertaking  given  when  it 
was  issued  commences,  there  is  no  ne- 
cesciitj  for  directing  the  undertaking  to 
be  delivered  to  the  defendants  to  be 
sued,  nor  of  taking  it  from  the  files, 
until  the  trial  of  an  action  upon  it, 
when  it  may  be  prodaced  iu  conrL 
{Fruman  agt.  ritmA/,  3  Boht.  666.) 

14.  The  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  au- 


thorise an  attachment,  as  a  provisioiial 
remedy,  in  an  action  against  a  non- 
resident for  the  taking  and  convenion 
ofpersonal  property  in  another  stale. 
(Knox  agt  JCMoii,  3  Bcbt.  681.) 

ATTORNEY  AJSCD  CLIENT. 

1.  No  clerk  of  an  attorney  at  law,  how- 
ever exteuttve  his  general  powers  may 
be,  can  ditcontvwa  an  action  without 
the  consent  of  bis  principal  {Irwim 
agt  Spring^  ante^  479.) 

2.  The  law  warrants  a  party  in  giving 
fitith  and  confidence  to  an  attorney, 
who,  by  law,  is  authorized  to  hold  him- 
self out  as  a  public  officer,  clothed  with 
authority  to  represent  others  in  the 
courts.  (Bamilton  agt  WrwkL  37  Jf. 
r.  B.  dfXL) 

3.  Where  an  attorney  appears  for  a  party, 
the  general  rule  is,  that  a  retainer  will 
be  presumed ;  and  the  adverse  party, 
having  no  notice  to  the  contrarv,  may 
act  upon  such  presumption,    {id.) 

4.  And,  therefote,  where  an  attorney 
prosecuted  an  action  of  ejectment  in 
the  name  of  the  grantors  and  grantee, 
in  a  deed  purporting  to  convey  lands 
against  a  defendant  who  was  in  ad- 
versr  possession  thereof  when  the  deed 
was  made,  and  the  recovery  was  de- 
feated, heldt  that  the  ^^'uutora  were  lia- 
ble to  the  defendant  in  such  ejectment 
for  the  costs  of  the  action,  notwith- 
standing such  prosecution  was  without 
their  knowledge,  and  at  the  instance 
of  the  grantee.    {Id.) 

5.  Semble,  the  object  of  the  amendment 
of  section  111  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
in  1S62,  declarin|r  that  an  action  in  such 
case  may  be  maintained  by  the  grantee 
in  the  name  of  the  grantor.    {Id.) 

6.  There  is  no  rule  precluding  an  attor- 
ney from  entering  into  agreement  with 
Olio  who  is  not  an  attorney  to  enter  his 
office  and  act  ss  hi^  clerk,  compen 
sating  him  by  giving  him  nn  interest  in 
the  burinem.  An  execution  issued  in 
tile  name  of  the  employer  is  not  invalid 
because  it  was  in  fact  issued  by  a  derk 
so  employed.  {Brush  agt  Xse,  3  Abb. 
N.  8.  204.) 

7.  In  an  action  by  an  attorney  retained  to 
conduct  a  cause  pending  on  appeal,  for 
compensation  for  the  services  employed 
evidence  that  there  were  in  taet  no 
merits  in  the  case  he  was  engaged  to 
present  is  irrelevant.  (Cote  agt  Botch' 
Uu,  3  Abb.  N.  8.  381.) 

8.  An  account  rendered  bv  an  attorney  to 
his  client,  containing  nis  charges  for 
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professional  seryices,  if  retained  with- 
ont  objection,  becomes  an  account 
stated,  and  draws  interest  from  the 
time  it  was  rendered.    {Id.) 

BAIL. 

1.  A  motion  to  refund  money  deposited 
instead  of  bail,  pnrsnant  to  section  197 
of  the  Code  of  l^rocednre,  cannot  be 
made  nntil  after  the  giving  and  justifi- 
cation of  bail,  {fferrmann  agt.  Aaronr 
tm,  3  Ahh,  y.  8.  389.) 

2.  Under  section  199  of  the  Code,  the 
court  is  authorized  to  refund  the  monej 
to  the  defendant  alone.    (IcL) 

3.  It  teenut  however,  that  if  there  are  no 
coniiictiug  claims  made  to  the  money, 
the  court  may,  at  a  proper  time,  malie 
an  order  that  the  money  be  paid  to  a 
third  person  who  is  shown  to  nave  ad- 
vancea  it  to  the  defendant  on  his  ar- 
rest   (Id.) 

4.  Where,  upon  the  issuing  an  order  of 
arrest,  the  defendant  makes  or  pro- 
cures to  be  made  a  deposit  of  money,  in 
lieu  of  giving  bail,  and  the  money  re- 
mains on  deposit  up  to  the  time  when 
the  plaintitt'  obtains  judgtnent  in  the  ac- 
tion, the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  have  it 
applied  in  satisfaction  of  such  jndg- 

.  ment    (Id,) 

5.  The  fact  that  such  money  was  the  pro- 
perty of  a  third  person,  and  was  de- 
posited under  a  speceial  receipt  stipu- 
lating that  it  should  be  returned  on  the 
surrender  of  the  defendant,  can  make 
no  difference.    A  deposit  made  in  lieu 

f'  of  ^ving  bail,  from  whatever  source 
derived,  must  be  treated,  as  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  the  pro- 
perty of  the  defendant    (Id.) 


BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  Where  a  bankrupt  is  under  examina- 
tion before  a  register,  he  has  no  right 
to  consult  with  his  attorney  or  counsel 
before  answering,  except  the  register 
shnll  see  good  cause  for  allowing  it 
{Matter  ofjudttni,  ante,  15.) 

2.  Where  one  who  was  a  member  of  a  late 
firm  files  his  individual  petition  in  bank- 
ru[)tey,  all  his  creditors  can  prove  their 
clainto,  whether  individual  or  partner^ 
ship.  Partnership  assets  must  be  admin- 
istered according  to  the  36th  section  of 
the  bankrupt  ac^  and  so  must  the  assets 
of  the  sepHrate  estate  of  the  bankrupt 
{Matter  e/IVear,  antty  249.) 

8.  By  the  entry  of  a  decree  in  bankrupt- 
cy, under  the  act  of  1841,  and  the  ap- 


pointment of  an  assignee,  the  latter  be- 
comes ip$o  facto  the  legal  ovmer  of  all 
the  real  estate  belonging  to  the  bank- 
rupt, and  is  as  fully  vested  with  all 
legal  and  equitable  rights  pertainina  to 
such  ownership  as  toe  bankrupt  had 
theretofore  been.  {Price  agt  PkiUmSf 
3  BobL  448.) 

4.  Where  premises  owned  by  a  bankrupt 
are  subject  to  a  mortgage  which  is  a 
lien  thereon,  such  mortgage  is  not  an 
adverte  claim,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  8th  section  of  the  bankrupt  act 
which  requires  all  suits  to  be  brought 
by  the  assignee  against  any  person 
claiming  an  adverse  interest,  touching 
the  property,  &c.,  of  the  oaukrapt, 
within  two  years  after  the  decree  in 
bankruptcy.    (Id.) 

5.  Nor  will  the  forecloiure  of  the  mort- 

Sge,  in  a  suit  to  which  the  assignee  in 
nkmptcy  is  not  a  party,  and  toe  pnr^ 
chase  of  the  property  by  the  mortgagee 
at  the  sale  unuer  the  decree,  change 
the  legal  position  and  relation  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties.    (Id.) 

6.  Such  assignee,  being  entirely  unaffect* 
ed  by  the  decree  to  which  he  was  not 
made  a  party,  still  remains  the  owner 
in  fee  and  entitled  to  the  possession. 
(Id.) 

7.  Where  there  has  been  no  time,  since 
the  publication  of  the  decree,  when  the 
assignee  was  required  by  the  statute 
of  bankruptcy  to  institute  a  suit  against 
the  purchaser  at  the  mortgage  sale,  as 
an  adverse  claimant,  he  would  not  be 
barred  by  the  limitations  contained  in 
that  act,  but  may  take  possession  of  the 
premises,  if  vacant,  or  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  the  recovery  of  their  posses- 
sion.   {Id.) 

8.  A  defendant  who  relies  upon  a  dis" 
charge  in  bankruptcy  in  another  country 
as  a  bar  to  the  action,  or  on  a  certificate 
of  a  commissioner  in  bankruptcy,  under 
the  act  of  7  and  8  Vic.^  chapter  70,  en- 
titled *'An  act  for  facilitating  arranxe- 
meuts  between  debtors  and  creditors," 
must  set  forth  in  his  answer,  I.  The 
statute  under  which  the  alleged  pro- 
ceedings were  had  and  certificate  grant- 
ed ,  2.  Such  prior  proceedings  as  war* 
ranted  the  granting  of  the  certificate, 
with  particularity,  besides  pleading 
the  certificate.  (Philipe  airt.  Jamet,  3 
Jfc>6t720.) 

9.  If  no  certificate  has  been  granted,  but 
enough  has  been  done  to  extinguish  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  all  the  ma- 
terial facts  relied  upon  as  producing 
such  extinguishment,  or  the  defendant^ 
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actual  diaeharge  from  JiabiUty  by  legal 
prooeedinge,  most  be  pleaded.    \Id.) 

10.  If  the  certiflcate  kas  been  granted,  iV 
mnst  be  pleaded,  and  other  jurisdic- 
tional facte  be  alleged  which,  if  true, 
anthorixe  the  granting  of  it.    (Id,) 

11.  The  answer,  in  each  a  case,  to  be 
BoiBcient,  mast  set  forth  the  nature  of 
the  proposal  made  by  the  defendant,  on 
the  presentation  of  nis  petition,  to  ena- 
ble the  court  to  see  that  it  was  a  dis- 
ehaige  from  liability ;  and  whether  it 
was  for  the  fatura  payment  of  his 
debts,  or  for  their  compromise  only, 
and  not  in  the  alternative ;  and  mast 
specifically  allege  that  notice  of  a 
second  meeting  was  given  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. A  mera  allegation  of  notice  "  to 
said  creditors  and  their  agents  and  so- 
licitors," foUowinj^  a  statement  of  the 
assent  of  a  majority  of  creditors  to  the 
defendant's  proposal,  is  insoificient. 
{Id,} 

12.  The  purpose  of  the  act  being,  as 
stated  in  its  title,  merely  to  "  facilitate 
arrangements  between  creditors  and 
debtors,"  not  to  discharge  insolvents, 
no  one  can  be  entitled  to  a  certificate 
ander  it  until  the  final  meeting  of  cred- 
itors and  discharge  of  the  temporary 
trustee,  after  the  debtor's  proposed 
oompromise  has  been  carried  out.  {Id:) 

BANKS. 

1.  A  bank  npon  which  a  check  is  drawn, 
haying  paid  the  same,  cannot  recover 
back  the  money  from  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  paid,  although  the  check 
prove  a  forgery,  {yatianal  Batik  of 
(hmmonweaWi  agt.  Orocert*  Natiimal 
Bank,  ante,  412.) 

3.  The  loss  under  such  ciroomstances 
should  fall  on  the  bank  upon  which 
the  check  was  drawn.  A  bank  should 
know  the  signature  of  its  dealers.  (Id.) 

3.  The  right  of  a  party  ultimately  to  be 
affected  is  not  concluded  by  what  trans- 
pires at  the  iV>w  York  clearing  house, 
or  the  entries  made  there,  in  respect 
to  a  check  which  passes  through  it. 
The  clearing  house  ooes  not  pass  upon 
the  genuineness  of  the  paper.    (Id.) 

4.  Payments  involuntarily  made  may  be 
recovered  back,  if  the  payment  was  in 
fact  improper.    {Id.) 

I,  An  order  to  thaw  caute  issned  against 
a  bank  is  properly  served  upon  its  vice- 
jarttident,  especially  where  it  appears 
that  he  is  also  a  director,  which  perhaps 
might  be  presumed  from  his  office  of 


vice-president      (People 
City  Bank,  ante,  428). 


agt   CeHtral 


6.  Where  two  rtetivere,  appointed  to  wind 
up  the  affairs  of  an  insolvent  bank,  are 
appointed  on  the  tame  day,  and  both 
cluinung  the  assets  of  the  l>ank  and  the 
right  to  act,  one  of  them  being  in  actual 
possession,  the  court,  on  the  application 
of  tlie  other  receiver  for  the  removal 
of  the  one  in  possession,  and  for  posses- 
sion, mnst  regard  it  as  a  question  of 
legru  priority,  and  of  course  must  take 
notice  of  the  fractiont  of  the  day  npon 
which  such  appointments  were  madit. 
(Id.) 

7.  The  mera  mreparation  and  verificaiioM 
of  papers  for  an  application  for  the  ap- 

5 ointment  of  a  receiver,  6lc.,  cannot 
etermine    the    qnestion    of   prioriiv* 
lid.).  ^^' 

8.  Where  one  of  the  two  applications  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver — both 
made  on  the  same  day,  before  ditferent 
justices,  in  different  iUdicial  districts- 
obtained  the  first  judicial  action  by  «rr- 
viee  of  papert,  of  the  first  granting  <Ac 
order,  of  the  first  perfecting  of  the  ap- 
pointment, by  the  execution,  approval 
and  filing  of  the  required  hcnaii  took 
precedence  of  the  other,  notwithstand- 
ing the  latter  receiver  first  took  actoai 
possession  of  the  property  and  assets  of 
tlie  bank.    (Id.) 

9.  The  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
(2  B.  8.  461),  entitled  *'  Of  proceedings 
against  corporations,  in  equity,*'  are  not 
repealed  or  abolinhed  by  chapter  2:26 
of  the  laws  of  1849  {Sett,  Zawt  1849,  s. 
340),  entitled^  "An  act  to  enforce  the 
responsibility  of  stockholden  in  certain  I 
banking  corporations  and  associations, 
as  prescribed  by  the  constitution,  and  to 
provide  for  the  prompt  payment  of  de- 
mauds  against  such  corporations  and 
associations."    (Id.) 

10.  Therefore,  under  the  Revised  StaUxtea, 
proceedings  may  still  be  instituted  by 
the  people,  through  their  attorney  gen- 
eral, for  the  dissolution  of  a  moneyed 
corporation  and  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  to  wind  up  its  affairs.  This 
valuable  right  was  not  intended  to  be 
in  any  wise  impaired  by  tlie  act  of  1849. 
Bo  far  as  this  question  is  concerned, 
they  do  not  necessarily  conflict,  and 
may  well  stand  together.    (Id.) 

11.  A  bank,  with  whom  assignees  in 
trust  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  hare 
deposited,  as  such,  moneys  which  are 
proceeds  of  the  assigned  property,  can- 
not, generally,  in  an  action  by  the  de- 
positon  to  recover  snch  moneys,  tet  <^ 
a  claim  it  has  against  the  assignors  of 
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the  plaintiffs.  {Lawenee  agt.  Tke  Bank 
of  ike  BepubltCj  3  Bobt.  142.) 

12.  Bat  if  each  bank  be  a  Jndgment  cred- 
itor of  the  asftignort  of  the  plaintiffsi 
and  has  exhausted  its  remedy  against 
them  by  execution,  it  becomes  thereby 
eutitlea  to  attack  tne  validity  ot  the  as- 
signment, and  may,  in  an  action  by  the 
assignee^  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  the 
assiffned  property  depobited  with  it,  set 
up.  oy  way  of  counter  claim,  the  in- 
vaiidiiy  of  such  assignment,  by  show- 
ing it  to  be  fraudulent  as  agifdnst  cred- 
itors, and  their  riffht  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  assigned  property 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees. 
{Id.) 

13.  The  equitable  right  of  the  bank  to 
have  the  proceeds  of  the  assigned  pro- 
perty applied  in  satisfaction  of  its  juds- 
nient,  is  so  immediately  connected  wiih 
the  nibiect  of  the  acdon  that  it  const!- 

.  tmes  the.  materials  of  a  counter  ciaivif 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Code;  and  it 
is  errooeons  to  exclude  evidence  of 
saeh  defense.    {Id,)  ' 

'  L4.  After  an  assignment  of  bank  stock 
has  been  executed  by  the  owner  to  an- 
other, the  bank,  upon  the  application 
of  the  purchaser,  is  bound  to  allow  the 
transfer  to  be  made  upon  its  books,  and 
to  issue  a  new  certificate  to.  him,  unless 
restrained  from  so  doing  by  an  order 
of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 
{Pufxhaee  agt  Tke  New  Terk  JUxchange 
Bank,  3  Bobt  164.) 

15.  A  demand  that  the  transfer  be  made, 
is  notice  to  the  bank  that  the  assignee 
is  the  owner  of  the  stock,  and  from 
that  time  it  is  boand  to  respect  his 
rights.    {Id,) 

16.  But  if,  at  the  time  the  demand  is 
made,  there  is  an  order  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  in  force,  restrain- 
ing the  bnnk  from  making  any  transfer 
or  other  disposition  of  the  stock,  that  is 
a  snfflcient  reason  for  refusing  to  make 
the  transfer.    {Id.) 

17.  After  notice  to  the  bank  of  the  ns- 
sifniee's  ownership,  all  that  a  receiver 
of  the  original  holder  could  sell,  and  all 
that  a  purchaser  from  him  could  ac- 
quire, would  be  the  interest  the  assign- 
or had,  and  that  would  be  nothing, 
after  his  transfer  of  the  stock  to  the  as- 
signee.   {Id.} 

BILL  OF  PARTICULAKS. 

1.  Assuming  the  court  to  have  the  power 
to  order  a  bill  of  particulars,  after  the 
issues  in  a  cause  have  been  referred  to 
.a  referee  to  hear  and  determine,  it  will 
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not  be  exercised  to  interrupt  a  trial  ac- 
tually proceeding  before  him.  {Cadvell 
agt.  Ooodenough,  3  BobL  633.) 

BILLS  OP  EXCHANGE  AND  PEO- 
MISSOKY  NOTES. 

1.  A  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  and  ac- 
cepted, "  payable  in  United  States  gold 
com,"  must  be  paid  in  gold,  or  its  equto- 
aUnt,  if  paid  m  legal  tender  notes. 
{Bank  of  Prince  JSdv/ard't  Island  agt 
TrumbuUj  anU,  8.) 

%  We  have  two  standards  of  value  recog- 
nized by  law,  the  one  gold  and  silver, 
the  other  paper ;  either :  s  a  le^al  tender 
for  a  debt^  and  a  contract  which  calls 
for  payment  in  gold  calls  for  payment 
in  a  currency  recognized  by  law,  and 
there  is  nothing  in  law  or  in  reason 
which  forbids  the  parties  fh>m  making 
such  agreement ;  and  when  it  is  mani- 
fest that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  pi- 
ties that  payment  should  be  made  in 
coin  instead  of  paper,  it  is  the  dutv  of 
the  courts  to  carry  into  effect  men  in- 
tention.   {Id,) 

3.  An  exprets  company  that  agrees  to  take 
a  promissory  note  to  eollect,  and  if  not 
paid  on  presentation  at  the  proper 
place,  to  have  it  protested^  but  neglects 
to  cause  it  to  be  protested,  are  liable 
for  the  amount  of  the  note,  where  thero 
is  no  sufBcient  evidence  of  a  waiver 
of  notice  of  non-payment,  and  notice 
of  protest  by  the  iudorsers,  who  are 
dischai^ed,  and  it  appears  that  the 
maker  18  insolvent.  {Ooff/Uan  ngL Dint- 
morCf  anUf  416.) 

4.  An  estoppel  in  pais  may  be  ursed 
against  the  defense  of  vswy.  And  Uiis 
estoppel  is  as  applicable  to  an  indorser 
of  an  accommodation  promissory  note, 
who  represents  that  the  note  is  valia 
business  paper,  as  to  the  maker  of  tho 
note.    {Mason  agt  Anthony ^  ante^  477.) 

5.  A  waiver  of  protest  of  accommodation 
notes  pai*sed  away  after  they  became 
due,  bj  the  person  for  whose  accom- 
modation they  were  indorsed,  in  satis- 
faction of  a  previoas  debt  owinff  by 
such  person  to  the  transferee,  made  bv 
a  meinoraudum  above  the  indorser's 
name,  is  a  waiver  of  a  demand  also. 
And  the  indorser's  undertaking,  instead 
of  being  conditional,  becomes  thereby 
as  absolute  as  if  he  were  a  joint  maker. 
(Hamngton  aj^.  BorTf  3  BobL  275.) 

6.  A  note  past  due  may  be  negotiated; 
and  a  party  who  lends  his  note,  with- 
out limitation  as  to  the  time  of  its  use, 
is  not^iesnmed  in  law  to  have  limited 
such  time  to  the  period  prior  to  its  ma- 
tui'ily.    {Id.) 
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7.  Tbe  fiict  that  the  indoner  of  a  note 
appear*  to  be  a  surety,  only  affects  the 
qaestjon  of  indnlgence  to  or  discharge 
of  the  maker.  The  law  majr  imply  the 
condition  of  a  reasonable  time  in  the 
negotiation  of  a  note,  without  neces- 
sarily restricting  snch  time  to  that  be- 
fore Its  matority.    (Id.) 

8w  Waiver  of  demand  and  notice,  by  an 
accommodation  indorser,  leaves  him 
absolately  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
note,  as  much  as  though  he  were  a 
joint  and  several  maker  by  writing  bis 
name  under  the  maker's  with  the  word 
**  suretv  "  subjoined.  And  his  liability 
must  oe  determined  upon  the  same 
principle  as  if  he  were  toe  accommoda- 
tion joint  maker  of  the  note.    (Id.) 

9.  Any  presumption,  arising  fh>m  the 
form  or  the  obligation,  when  a  party  is 
an  ordinary  indorser,  and  there oy  sup- 
posed to  limit  its  use  to  the  period  be- 
fore maturity,  because  bis  contract  is 
conditional,  fails  when,  by  waiving  de- 
maud,  he  makes  his  contract  absolute. 
(Id,) 

10.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  note, 
brought  by  a  person  who  is  not  a  boia 
Jidt  holder  thereof,  he  having  assumed 
no  liability  nor  parted  with  anything  as 
a  consideration  for  the  delivery  of  the 
note  to  him,  any  defense  which  could 
have  been  interposed  by  the  defendant 
to  tbe  note  in  the  hands  of  the  payee  is 
aviiilable  to  such  defendant.  (Van 
Valtenburgh  agt  Stuppiebeen,  49  Barb. 
99.) 

11.  Under  the  pr>vision  of  the  Code  al- 
lowing a  defendant  to  plead  and  sustain 
by  evidence  any  defense,  legal  or  equit- 
aole,  which  he  may  have,  the  defend- 
ant in  such  an  action  may  set  up  as  a 
defense,  and  prove,  a  verbal  agreement 
accompanying  and  qualifying  tbe  de- 
livery of  toe  note,  in  connection  with  a 
subsequent  surrender  of  pi^perty  to 
and  acceptance  thereof  by  the  payee, 
upon  which  a  surrender  of  the  note, 
while  in  the  hands  of  the  payee,  would 
have  been  compelled,  in  equity,  before 
the  Code.    (Id.) 

12.  Otherwise,  if  the  note  had  been  trans- 
ferred, before  matority,  to  a  bona  fide 
holder.    (Id.) 

13.  An  instrument  signed  by  four  per- 
sons, bv  which  they,  six  months  after 
dHte,  lor  value  received,  with  use, 
Jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  a 
person  named,  or  bearer,  the  sums  set 
opposite  their  names,  for  and  in  oonsid- 
emtion  of  the  right  to  makd,  use  and 
▼end  a  patent  right  in  a  specified  dis- 
trict, is,  in  legal  effect,  a  promissory 


note.  {BaUairdngLBur%nde,^B€Br^ 
1012.) 

1 1.  Each  signer  is  jointly  and  severallv 
liable  for  the  whole  amount  subecribea, 
and  the  only  effect  of  subdivision  of 
amounts  op|)osite  each  name  is  to  deter- 
mine their  rights  between  themselves. 
It  amounts  to  nothing  as  between  the 
makers  and  tbe  payee  or  bearer.    (Id.) 

15.  Such  an  instrument  is  not  to  be  con- 
strued as  containing  four  separate  con- 
tracts, requiring  a  five  cent  internal 
revenue  stamp  for  each,  but  is  suffi- 
ciently stamp^l  if  a  ten  cent  staop  be 
attached.    (Id.) 

IB.  Even  assuming  that  such  an  instru- 
ment contains  four  several  affreements, 
it  may  be  held  good  as  to  either  of  the 
simers,  if  offered  in  evidence  on  the 
trial,  against  him  alone.    (Id.) 

17.  Where  an  aooommodaUon  note  nol 
restricted  as  to  the  mode  of  its  nse,  by 
the  lender,  has  been  tnnsferred  to  pay 
or  secure  a  precedent  debt,  tbe  bolder 
may  recover,  because  the  note  has  an- 
swered the  purpose  for  which  ii  was 
created,  and  the  maker  is  to  be  oonsid. 
ered  as  consenting  to  anv  nse  which 
operates  to  tbe  benefit  of  tne  borrower. 
(Sckqtp  agt.  Carpenter,  49  Barb,  542.) 

18.  The  rule  is  otherwise  where  (he  note 
has  been  obtained  by  fraud,  or  was 

S'ven  for  a  specific  purpose,  or  is  vend 
the  hands  of  the  payee,  on  ffroonds 
of  public  policy,  or  otoerwise.  Inraeh 
a  case  a  precedent  debt  is  not  a  consid- 
eration for  a  transfer  of  tbe  note  wliieh 
will  entitle  the  holder  to  recover.  (Id.) 

19.  The  surrender  to  a  party  of  his  own 
negotiable  note  past  due,  and  taking  in 
heu  thereof  a  negotiable  note  before  its 
maturity,  is  a  sufficient  parting  with 
value  to  constitute  the  party  a  boiMjidt 
holder  of  the  latter  note.  (Pratt  agL 
Ciman,  31  N.T.B.  440.) 

20.  Where  one  standing  in  the  ebaraeter 
of  second  indorser  upon  oommerdal 
paper  is  not  made  liable  at  tbe  maturi^ 
and  non-payment  of  the  note,  no  act  or 
indorsement  of  the  pavee,  subsequent 
to  the  maturitv  of  the  note,  can  render 
the  second  inaorser  liable.  (Baaon  agt. 
Bnrnhain^  2ff  N.  T.  B.  614.) 

21.  Where,  upon  the  face  of  the  note,  it 
appears  that  a  party  indorsing  it  stands 
in  the  relation  of  second  indorser,  it 
matters  not  whether  the  payee  write 
his  name  above  or  below  sueh  indorser, 
he  must  be  deemed  to  be  first  indorser, 
and  one  upon  whose  credit  the  second 
indorser  wrote  his  name.    (Id.) 

22.  Where  a  prior  indorBer  eaiinot  x^ 
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oover  agaiiut  a  Bubaeqaent  indoxver,  no 
peraor  aeriTiDg  title  under  Baeh  prior 
mdoraeri  with  Knowledge  of  the  iaots, 
can  do  so.    {Id,) 

23.  It  MMU,  that,  where  a  promisaory 
note  epediieB  no  plaoe  for  payment,  a 
demand  of  payment  most  be  made  per^ 
Bonally  of  tne  maker,  at  his  dwelling 
house  or  place  of  business,  if  that  can 
be  found.  (HoUz  agt  Boppe,  d7  iT.  Y. 
B,  634.) 

94.  The  rale  requiring  a  demand  of  pay- 
ment to  be  made  perBonally  upon  the 
maker,  at  his  residence  or  place  of  bnsi- 
noBB,  is  satisfied  if  due  and  reasonable 
diligence  is  used  to  ascertain  such  resi- 
dence or  place  of  business  without  suc- 
cess :  ana  the  note  may  then  be  pro- 
tested for  non-payment)  bo  as  to  charge 
indoisers.    {Id.) 


BOASD  OF  AUDIT. 

1.  None  of  the  expenses  of  the  Utard  of 
audit  for  the  city  and  county  of  New 
York,  and  none  of  the  claims  covered 
by  it,  can  be  paid,  except  out  of  a  fund 
directed  by  the  act  creating  the  board 
(1867)  to  be  raised  for  that  purpose  by 
the  board  of  supervisors,  by  tax.  (Sher- 
feood  a^^L  Connolly^  anU,  124.) 

2.  So  long  as  the  supervisors  reAue  to 
raise  such  fund,  no  damage  can  ensue 
to  any  tax  payer,  and  he  is  not  entitled 
to  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action 
of  the  board  of  audit,  even  assuming  the 
act  under  which  they  were  created  to 
be  unconstitutional.    {Id,) 

3.  There  is  no  remedy  given  under  the 
provisions  of  section  o,  chapter  405  of 
the  laws  of  1864,  against  sucn  a  body  as 
a  board  of  audit    \Id.) 

4.  That  section  only  gives  a  remedv  in 
behalf  of  a  tax  payer,  a  member  of  the 
common  council  or  a  supervisor,  agetintt 
th/6  oommoik  council  or  tht  wperviton. 
{Id.) 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH. 

1.  The  ninth  section  of  "An  act  relating 
to  the  metropolitan  hoard  of  health, 
and  to  the  duties  and  powers  of  the 
commissioners  of  said  Doard  and  the 
salaries  of  their  subordinated,  passed  in 
1867,  provides  as  follows:  *'No  pre- 
liminary injuuction  shall  be  sranted 
against  the  metropolitan  board  o/n^ilUi, 
or  of  police,  or  its  or  their  oflBcers,  or 
against  the  commissionerB  of  said  boaid^ 
in  their  capacity  as  a  board  of  excise,  or 
against  the  last  named  board,  except  by 
tM  supreme  court,  at  a  special  or  gene- 


ral term  thereof,  af  cer  service  of  at  least 
ei^ht  days'  notice  of  a  motion  for  such 
injunction,  together  with  copies  of  the 
papers  on  which  the  motion  for  such 
injunction  is  to  be  made."  {BwrvJiam 
agt  tActoHf  antey  48.) 

^  Held,  that  this  is  a  public,  and  not  a 
private  or  local  law,  and,  therefore,  not 
exposed  to  the  consUtntional  objection 
of  containin((  other  subjects  than  those 
expressed  in  its  title.    {Id. 

3.  The  act  creating  the  metropolitan  ^ani- 
tarv  district  is,  essendally,  a  penal  law, 
and  therefore  is  a  public  act.    {Id.) 

4.  This  act  of  1867,  being  constitutionally 
valid,  it  deprives  this  court  of  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  any  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  boards  and  olficers 
named  in  it.    {Id,) 

5.  The  defendants,  bvan  entry  upon  their 
records,  declared  that  the  premises  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  business  pursuits 
therein  conducted,  in  their  opinion,  and 
in  fact,  were  in  a  condition  dangerous 
to  life  and  health,  and  a  public  nuis- 
ance, and  ordered  that  the  Dusiness  of 
slaughtering  animals  on  the  said  prem- 
ises be  abated  and  discontinued,  See, 
The  order  was  directed  to  be  served  as 
required  by  law,  and  executed  by  the 
board  of  metropolitan  police.  The  de- 
fetndants  subsequently  passed  another 
ordinance,  declaring  thai  the  slaughter- 
ing of  animals  should  not  be  permitted 
or  conducted,  after  the  15th  of  June, 
1867,  at  any  plaoe  in  the  city  of  New 
York  south  of  Forty -second  street ;  nor 
at  any  place  north  of  that  street,  nor  in 
the  City  of  Brooklvn,  without  a  special 
written  permit  The  evidence  showed 
that  the  plaintiff's  premises  were  well 
sewered,  and  the  business  of  slaughter- 
ing was  conducted  there  by  the  plain- 
tiff with  the  greatest  care  and  cleanli- 
ness it  was  capable  of,  and  that  it  was 
not,  in  this  case,  in  fact  a  nuisance ;  and 
nearly  all  of  the  neifffabors  of  the  plain- 
tiff, for  a  consideiable  distance,  united 
in  declaring,  in  writing,  that  the  prem- 
ises were  not  offensive,  annoying  or 
prejudiaial  to  health,  and  in  requesting 
the  defendants  not  to  interfere  with  the 
plaiatiff  in  the  prosecution  of  his  busi- 
ness. The  eviaence  also  proved^  as  a 
fiact,  that  the  slaughteriug  of  animals 
could  be  BO  regulated  and  conducted  as 
not  to  be  in  any  case  a  nuisance,  or 
prejudicial  to  pumio  health.  Held,  that 
the  defendants  were  clearly  exceeding 
any  authority  conferred  upon  them  by 
the  laws,  in  attempting  to  declare  any- 
thing to  be  a  nuisance  which  is  not  such 
by  the  oommon  law ;  and  'that  they 
should  be  .restrained  by  injunction  from 
enforcing  the  said  ordinance  against 


632 


NEW  YOBE  PBAOnCE  BEPOBTS. 


Digest 


the  pUii]itiflf,M  the  proprietor  of  a  nais- 
ance,  aud.  until  the  hearing  and  dispo 
sition  of  toe  case,  from  interfering  with 
his  business,  except  for  police  inspec- 
tion and  regulation.  {ScMuter  agt  The 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Healthy  49  Barh. 
450.) 

0.  While  the  inspection  and  regulation 
of  pursuits  in  a  large  citjr,  which  are 
liable  to  become  injurious  to  the  public 
health  and  safety,  are  within  the  police 
powers  lawfully  delegated  to  and  exer- 
cised by  local  aud  municipal  corpora- 
tions, the  power  to  suppress  such  pur 
suits,  when  they  haVe  been  immemori- 
ally  exercised,  is  wholly  beyond  and 
above  the  police  powers,  ana  extends 
into  the  domain  oi  l^slative  function. 
{Per  Lbonabd,  J.)    {Id,) 

7.  The  metropolitan  board  of  health,  hold- 
ing office  oy  the  appointment  of  the 
governor,  and  not  beiuK  elected  by  the 
people  of  the  city  of  JNew  York,  nor 
uppointed  by  any  power  so  elected,  are 
not  officers  nolding  from  a  source  per- 
mitting the  exercise  of  local  legislation 
to  be  conferred  on  them.    {Id.) 


BOARDING  HOUSE  LIEX. 

i:  The  statute  pf  April,  1860  (Seat.  Lav 
1860,  cA.  446,  p,  771)  only  gives  the 
keeper  of  a  hoarding  kotue  a  lien  upon 
and  right  to  detain  the  baggage  and 
efi'ects  of  a  boarder  for  the  amount 
which  may  be  due  by  Aim,  to  the  same 
extent  ana  in  the  same  manner  as  inn- 
keepers have  them.  [SAafer  agt.  Guat^ 
autCf  184.) 

i.  Thus  limiting  the  lien  to  that  for  board 
actually  due,  and  not  including  board  to 
become  due  under  an  agrtement  to  hoard 
in  future.    (Td.) 

3.  Nor  can  the  act  be  extended  to  any 
other  ind^iedneut  nor  to  any  demand 
not  due  at  the  time  of  the  detention. 
{Id.) 

BOND  AND  MOBTQAGE. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  contract  for  the  sale 
and  purchase  of  land,  and  a  bond  and 
mortgage  is  given  upon  other  property 
to  secure  a  part  of  the  puicbase  money, 
and  where  possession  of  the  land  is 
taken  under  the  contract  of  purchase, 
and  partiaJ  payments  on  the  bond  are 
made,  a  surrenaer  and  cancellation,  by 
the  parties,  of  the  principal  contract^ 
and  a  restoration  of  pomesieon  to  the 
Yendor,'work8  a  satiamction  of  the  bond 
and  mortgage,  where  there  is  no  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  to  the  con- 


trary.   {JSvtland  agt  WJueUr,  ^  N.T 
B.  244.) 

S.  The  surrender  to  a  party  of  his  own 
negotiable  note  past  oue,  aud  taking  in 
lieu  thereof  a  negotiable  note  before  its 
maturity,  is*  a  sufficient  parting  with 
value  to  constitute  the  party  a  bmuifde 
holder  of  the  latter  note.  {Pratt  agt 
Coman,  37  i\r.  r.  B.  440.) 

BOUNDARY, 

1.  A  deed  boimded  on  a  highway  prima 
facie  carries  the  title  of  the  grantee  to 
the  center  of  the  road,  on  the  assuuip- 
tion  that  the  grantor  owned  it  But  if 
it  appear  to  have  been  owned  by  an- 
other, the  terms  of  the  deed  are  satis- 
fied by  a  title  extending  only  to  the 
roadside.     (Z>ttfiAam  agt  WiuiawUj  37 

jy.  r,  B.  251.) 

2.  Where  the  land  covered  by  the  road- 
bed belonged  to  the  government,  and 
not  to  the  owners  of  Mjacent  lands,  as 
in  the  case  of  the  ancient  road  from 
Flatbush  to  Brooklyn,  a  deed  bounding 
lands  upon  such  highwav  carries  title 
only  to  the  roadside.    {Id.) 

BOUNTIES  TO  VOLUNTEERS. 

1.  The  first  seven  sections  of  the  act  of 
1865,  chapter  29,  providing' for  stale 
bounties  to  volunteers  in  the  army  and 
navy,  3cc.,  the  3d  aud  4th  sections  of 
which  provide  for  aud  prohibit  a  sum 
not  exceeding  $600  to  be  paid  lor  each 
three  years  volunteer,  became  a  law 
and  took  ^ect  immediaUsty  on  its  pat- 
tage.  Feb. lOth,  1865,  as  declared  in  the- 
act,  and  continued  in  force,  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  chapter  41 
{Law9  ^1865),  passed  on  the  24th  Feb- 
ruary, 1865,  which  re-enacted  the  same 
seven  sections  contained  in  chapter  29, 
and  declfu^,  "tAi«  act  is  hereby  de- 
clared to  be  a  law  from  the  time  of  its 
passage ;  hut  it  shall  not  take  effect  vntd 
after  the  canvass  of  the  totes  by  ike  hoard 
of  state  canvassers  next  after  tke  general 
(next  Norember)  election."  (Ikobaham, 
•/;,  dissenting.)     {Powets  agt  Skejtard^ 

anU^Si.) 

2.  Cimsequently,  an  agreement  made  on 
the  21sc  of  March,  1865,  to  nay  |S30 
for  each  of  such  volunteers  for  three 
years,  is  void,  hb  being  in  violation  of 
chapter  29.    {Id.) 

3.  The  fourth  section  of  said  chapter  29. 
prohiuitang  a  larger  sum  than  $600  to 
be  paid  for  the  three  years  volunteers, 
it  not  unconstitutionoL  {OvtrruUng  ike 
decision  S.  C.  at  special  (crm,  30  Ens.S.) 
{Id.) 
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BROOKLYN  CITY. 

1.  Where  it  is  doabtfnl  whether  a  person 
in  whose  favor  a  warrant  is  drawn  up- 
on the  treasurer  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn, 
by  the  comptroller,  is  entitled  to  the 
money,  there  being  another  claimant, 
who  has  sued  the  city  therefor,  the 
mayor  is  not  obliged  to  si^n  the  war- 
rant, and  cannot  be  compelled  to  do  so 
by  mandamus.  ( The  People  ex  rtL  Dvff 
agt  Bootk,  3  BobU  31.) 

2.  There  is  nothing  in  the  charter  of  the 
city,  or  in  the  general  statutes  of  the 
Btute,  authorizinj^  ibe  comptroller  to  ad- 
|iidicate  a  question  of  title  to  the  mosey, 
m  such  a  case :  and  the  mayor  is  not 
controlled  by  his  action,  and  bound  to 
sign  the  warrant  as  a  mere  ministerial 
acu    (Id.) 


CANAL  CONTRACTOR. 

1.  A  defendant,  as  contractor  for  repairs 
upon  the  canal,  aud  legally  bound  to 
keep  the  same  free  from  all  obstruc- 
tions to  navigation,  is  liable  for  dam- 
ages occasioned  by  negligently  permit- 
ting obstructions  to  the  navigation  of 
the  canal  to  continue.  {Fulton  Firt 
lus.  Co.  agt  Baldwin,  37  N.  Y.B.  64a ) 

2.  Such  cause  of  action  is  assignable,  and 
the  assignee  can  recover  for  the  same 
in  his  own  name.    [Id.) 

3.  In  an  action  brought  by  a  corporation, 
on  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  stating 
for  cause  that  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  the  defendant  cannot 
object  that  the  plaintiffs,  not  being  in- 
corporated, have  not  capacity  to  sue. 

4.  To  avail  himself  of  such  an  objection, 
it  should  have  been  specifically  set 
forth  as  a  cause  of  demurrer.    {la.) 


CARRIERS. 

1.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  charge  the  de- 
fendant, as  common  carrier,  to  prove 
that  he  was  the  owner  of  a  sloo]),  and 
was  specially  employed  by  plaintiffs  to 
make  a  trip  for  a  load  of  grain,  for 
which  he  was  to  receive  a  certain  sum 
of  money.   {Alien  agt  Sackrider,  37  2i. 

r.  B.  Ml.) 

2:  When  the  defendant  is  employed  as  a 
special  carrier  to  transport  grain,  he  is 
bound  only  to  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  skill  or  foresight,  in  the  execution 
of  his  contract,    {id.) 

3.  Difliupence  between  a  oamrnon  and  jp«* 


cva.1  earner  defined    by  Pakkbh,  J. 
Kid.) 

4.  A  common  carrier,  who  has  eon t meted 
to  carry  gofids  to  a  speciKed  point,  is 
not  justified  in  storing  the  goodH  at  an 
intermediate  point  becanne  he  coiisid- 
siders  the  further  carriaire  thereof 
would  be  unsafe.  ( Van  WinkU  ugt 
The  Adamt  JEzpttn  Company j  3  RobL 
59.) 

5.  If  he  has  any  doubts  abont  the  sjifety 
of  any  portion  of  the  rente,  he  should 
inform  the  consignor  thereof,  and  noti- 
fy him  that,  unless  the  gomis  aretculied 
for  at  an  intermediate  point,  he  will 
store  them  there.    {Id.) 

6.  A  person  holding  himself  out  to  the 
world  as  a  carrier  to  a  cei-tain  place, 
whose  vostom  it  is  to  carry  goods  to 
that  place,  who  tells  a  consignor  and 
his  agent  that  he  carries  to  that  point, 
and  charges  freight  thus  far,  is  liable 
for  any  neglect  to  carry  the  goods  the 
whole  distance,  nnless  he  expressly 
limits  his  liability  to  an  intermediate 
point  at  the  time.    {Id.) 

7.  Where  a  packajre  sent  bv  express  was 
marked  '♦  C.  0.  D.  tQin:'held,  that  this 
was  ample  notice  to  the  express  com- 
panv  of  the  value  of  the  ^acka^e,  to 
enaole  the  owner  to  recover  beyond 
the  extent  of  $50,  as  limited  in  lis  re- 
ceipt   (Id.) 

8w  Common  carriers  of  goods  may.  bv  ex- 
press stipulation,  limit  their  liaGility 
for  the  loss  of  goods  occurring  from 
even  the  negligence  of  their  agents  and 
servants,  or  wholly  exempt  themselves 
from  such  liabilitp ;  and  tne  acceptance 
by  the  bailor  from  the  bailee,  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  business,  of  a  receipt 
for  the  g03ds  containing  such  a  stipula- 
tion, creates  a  binding  eontract  But 
the  liabilitv  of  the  carrier  will  continue, 
as  established  by  the  common  law,  in 
reHpect  to  all  matters  not  expressly 
stipulated  against.  {Prentice  agt.  Dectei't 
49  Barb.  21.) 

9.  The  putting  into  the  hands  of  a  passen- 
ger, on  receiving  her  baggage  for  deliv- 
ery at  her  residence,  of  a  card  contain- 
ing  a  clause  limiting  the  liability  of  the 
carrier  to  a  specified  amount,  except  by 
special  agreement  to  be  noted  on  sucn 
card,  will  not  without  furtlier  proof 
from  which  the  assent  of  such  passen- 
ger to  the  terms  thereof  may  be  im- 
plied, establish  such  a  contract    {Id.) 

10.  Such  a  contract  relates  only  to  the 
carrier's  liability  as  an  insurer  of  the 
goods,  and  imparts  no  exemption  from 
nability  for  actual  negligence;  aud  it 
applies  only  to  deliveries  to  railroads 
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and  steamboats.  The  legal  title  to 
wearing  apparel  and  jewelir,  provided 
by  a  father  for  the  nse  of  nis  infant 
danghter,  remains  in  him,  notwithstand- 
ing the  poesession  of  them  by  the  in- 
fants And  for  the  pnrposes  of  an  action 
by  the  father  aoainst  a  common  carrier, 
to  recoTer  for  tne  loss  of  sach  property, 
the  daoghter  mnst  be  treated  as  the 
l(»all7  constituted  agent  of  the  plain- 

11.  A  common  earrier  cannot  limit  his  lia- 
bility by  a'memorandnm  or  note  on  the 
earn  or  ticket  which  he  deliyers  on  the 
receipt  of  goods  to  be  transported  by 
htm.  (Limlmrger  agt  WetteoU,  49  Baro, 

13.  Thns,  where,  by  a  memorandom  on  a 
receipt  for  baggage,  issaed  by  an  ex- 
press company,  it  was  stated  that  the 
"liability"  ox  the  company  was  "lim- 
ited to  flOO.  except  by  special  agree- 
ment to  be  noted  "  thereon ;  Held,  that, 
in  the  absence  of  any  knowledge  b^  the 
owner  of  the  baggage  of  such  condition, 
there  was  no  consent  to  it  by  him,  ana 
no  bargain  between  the  parties,  limit- 
ing the  liability  of  the  company.    (Id.) 


CASES  REYIEWED. 

1.  The  decision  in  Biehardton  agt  Ahenr 
drotk  (43  Barb.  162)  approyeo.  ( Wil- 
liams agt  Wadtwartk,  49  Barb,  291.) 

2.  Aikoi  agt.  Wamm,  <24  IT,  T,  B,  483) 
distingoished  from  the  present  case. 
{Id,) 

3.  The  case  of  DavU  agt  Spencer  (24  N. 
T.  R.  386)  commented  on  and  distin- 
ffnished.    (BroMd  agt  Brwad^  49  Barb, 

4.  The  decision  in  TU  PeopU  avt  The 
Board  of  Metropolitan  Police  {33  Bow. 
Pr.  SSI,  48  Barb.  524)  approyed.  {Schui- 
ter  agt  The  Meiropolilan  Board  of 
SealOi,  49  Barif.  4.50. ) 

&  The  mle  as  to  the  effect  of  former  ac- 
tions as  a  bar  laid  down  in  Phillipt 
agt  Beriek  (lo  John.  140),  apDroved. 
{Mcintosh  agt  Lown,  49  Barb.  5^.) 

6.  The  eases  of  Brady  agt  Mayor,  Slc.. 
of  New  York  (2  iJow.  173;  S,0.hoii. 
T.  B.  312),  and  MeSpedon  i^  The 
Bame  (7  Bmno.  601),  oommented  on,  and 
their  authority  as  to  restrictions  on  the 
defendants  in  making  contracts  doubted. 
{Per  RoBBRTBOK,  vh.  J.)  ]2%«  Harlem 
Gas  Light  Co.  agt  The  Mayor,  do.  of 
New  York,  3 IML  lOO.) 

7.  The  case  of  Weimore  agt  Xissam  (3 
Bosw.  321)  commented  on  and  distin- 


tingnished.     {Melhaine  agt  KadeL  3 
22^1429.) 

8.  The  ease  of  Williamson  agt  Berry  (S 
Mow.  U.  8.  B,  495)  commented  on,  and 
disapproyeJ.  {The  Madison  Avenws 
Baptut  Chwxh  agt  The  Baptist  Church 
in  Oliver  Street,  3  BobL  570  J 

CAUSE  OF  ACTION. 

1.  An  fndorser  who  pays  the  anKkont  of  a 
note  to  a  holder,  under  a  mistaken  be- 
lief, founded  on  statements  of  the  bold- 

.  er  diat  he,  the  indorser,  has  been  duly 
charged,  or  that  a  prior  indorser  has 
been,  may,  on  disoovering  that  he  was 
not  so  Charged,  maintain  an  action  to 
reooyerback  the  amount  paid.  {Lake 
agt  Artisans*  Bank,  3  Abb,  N,  S,  209.) 

2.  To  constitute  a  payment  voluntary, 
within  the  mle  that  a  voluntary  pay- 
ment cannot  be  recovered  back,  it  mart 
be  made  with  a  fbli  knowledge  of  all 
material  facts.    {Id.) 


3.  The  fact  that  a  plaintiff  suffers  a  I 
of  profits  in  his  trade,  by  a  eomnetiiioQ 
in  Dusiness  set  up  by  the  defendant, 
cannot,  ordinarily,  be  regarded  as  con- 
stituting special  damage,  such  as  will 
sustain  an  action.  {Masierson  agt  Short, 
3  Abb.  N,  S.  151.) 

4.  An  action  is  not  maintainable,  nader 
the  statutes  of  this  state,  against  a  mar- 
ried woman,  to  recover  for  artidee  sold 
to  her,  when  she  is  not  engaged  in  car- 
rying on  any  trade  or  business,  and  has 
no  separate  estate.  (SchmiU  agt  Costa, 
3  Abb.  N.  S,  188.) 

5.  In  an  action  by  one  claiming  under  the 
^nntor  in  a  'perpetual  lease  made  sub- 
ject to  a  rent  chaj^,  bron^t  to  recover 
possession  of  the  premises,  upon  the 
ground  of  a  breach  of  the  oonaition  to 
pa^  the  rent  where  tlie  defendant 
claims  an  extinguiebment  of  the  rent 
charge  by  a  technical  legal  merger,  the 
plaintiff  may  rebut  that  defense  by 
showing  that  in  equity  no  merger  hiis 
taken  place.  {Shtehan  agt  Sa».ilton, 
3  AlA.  N.  S.  197.) 

6L  .It  is  not  necessary,  under  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  in  such  a  case,  that  the 
plaintiff  snould  resort  to  a  separate  ac- 
tion of  an  eqoity  nature,  to  nave  the 
existence  of  the  rent  charge  declared. 
The  whole  merits  of  the  controveny 
may  be  tried  in  the  action  to  recover 
possession  of  the  land  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  the  rant,  notwithstanding  the 
&cts  relating  to  the  allesed  merger 
would  have  been,  before  tne  Codhe,  of 
equitable  cognizance.    {Id.) 

7,  An  action  for  the  breach  of  a  coveoaiit 
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upon  the  {Mut  of  a  lessee  that  he  will 
make  repairs  daring  the  lerm  of  the 
lease,  or  apon  a  oovenant  that  he  will 
not  make  suteratioiis  in  the  leased  prem- 
ises witboat  the  consent  of  the  lessor, 
may  be  maintained  by  the  lessor,  with- 
ont  awaiting  the  expiration  of  the 
lease.  ( Webtier  agt.  jYater,  3  Abb,  Jf. 
8.39,) 

8.  It  teemtj  that  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained against  a  telegraph  company  by 
the  receiver  of  a  message,  for  indemnity 
for  a  liability  incurred  l>y  him  in  eonse- 
qaence  of  an  error  occorring  In  the 
messa^^e,  throa£[h  the  fault  of  the  com- 
pany m  transmitting  it ;  such  right  of 
action  being  founded,  not  on  cmUractj 
bat  on  the  mii/ea$anoe  of  the  company, 
and  their  consequent  liability  for  the 
natqrol  and  proximate  consequences  of 
^eir  neglect.  {Boae  agt  United  Statu 
Telegraph  Co.  3  Abb,  If.  S.  406.) 

9.  But  such  action  can  only  be  incurred 
by  one  who  has  in  his  own  right  in- 
curred the  liability  for  which  he  seeks 
reimbursement,  it  does  not  lie  in  be- 
half of  one  who  acted  as  mere  agent, 
and  has  voluntarily  paid  a  demand  for 
which  his  principal,  and  not  he,  was 
liable.    {Id.) 

CENTRAL  PABE. 

1.  The  act  of  1865,  so  far  as  it  anthorizee 
the  commisnonxrt  of  tke  Central  Park, 
instead  of  the  common  council  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  to  make  an  applicap 
tion  to  this  court  for  the  opening  of  a 
road  or  public  drive  above  Tifty-nmth 
street,  is  not  uneonttitutumal,  whatever 
may  be  considered  as  to  the  validity  of 
some  other  portions  of  that  act.  {Mat- 
ter of  Commistionen  of  Central  Parkf 
ante,  255.) 

S.  The  authority  conferred  on  the  com- 
missioners to  make  such  application  is 
not  that  of  any  local  offtoer,  nor  does  it 
authorize  them  to  discharge  the  duties 
of  any  o^fit^  but  provides  for  the  dis 
charge  of  a  mere  ministerial  act    {Id.) 

3.  The  commofi  council  of  the  city  of  New 
York  never  had  authority,  since  1807, 
to  lay  out  any  streets  or  public  places 
in  tiiat  part  of  the  city  wnich  was  em- 
braced m  the  map  of  tne  commissioners 
filed  under  the  act  of  1807.  Their  power 
was  below  the  limits  embraced  in  that 
map.    [Id.) 

1  The  act  of  1813  expressly  limited  their 
powers  to  that  part  oi  the  city  not  laid 
out  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1807.  They 
bad  no  authority  to  lay  out  or  open  any 
streets  or  public  places  but  such  as  were 
provided  lor  on  the  said  map.    {Id.) 


5.  The  authority  conferred  by  the  legisla- 
ture upon  the  commissioners  of  the  Cen- 
tral Fark,  to  make  application  to  lay 
out  a  road  or  public  drive  between  the 
northerly  line  of  Fiftv-uinth  street  and 
the  sontoerly  line  of  One  Hundred  and 
Fifty-fifth  street,  did  not  in  anj^  way 
interfere  with  the  authority  previously 
bestowed  upon  the  common  council. 
{Id.) 

6.  The  legislature  might  have  laid  out 
this  drive  mentioned  in  the  act,  and 
having  the  power,  they  might  authorize 
others  to  do  it    {Id.) 

7.  A  mere  error  of  judgment  of  the  com- 
missioners in  the  valuation  of  property 
taken  for  such  purpose  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  review  on  a  motion  to  confirm 
their  report,  unless  the  sum  allowed 
was  grossly  inadequate  and  unequal  as 
compared  with  other  valuations,  or  un- 
less  some  wrong  principle  was  adopted 
as  to  the  amount  allowed.    {Id.) 

a  This  act  of  1865  does  not  authorize  the 
taking  of  an^  land  by  the  commission- 
ers not  required  for  the  drive  or  road, 
which  the  act  provides  sbidl  be  of  an 
uniform  width,  and  is  described  in  the 
notice  required  to  be  given  by  the  com- 
missioners as  follows :  "  Said  road  or 
Eublic  drive  is  of  a  general  width  of  one 
undred  and  fifty  feet,  as  suown  on  a 
certain  map,"  &c.    {Id.) 

9.  Held,  therefore,  that  the  commissioners 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  take  gores  of  land 
outside  of  said  road  or  drive,  and  so  far 
as  such  gores  are  included  in  these  pro* 
oeedings,  they  are  erroneously  taken. 
{Id.) 

CERTIORABL 

1.  The  office  of  a  certiorari  is  to  bring  up 
the  record  of  the  [troceedings  songbt  to 
be  reviewed ;  and  it  is  properly  directed 
to  the  oflBcer  or  bodv  having  the  legal 
custody  thereof.  (The  People  ex  ret. 
Beynolds  agt  Tke  City  of  Broolluiu  49 
5ar6.  136.) 

2.  Where  the  return  of  a  city  corporation 
to  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove  pro- 
ceedings for  the  widening  of  a  street 
shows  that  the  report  of  the  commis- 
sioners, annexed  thereto,  contains  a  re- 
cital of  the  proceedings  b^  which  they 
were  appointed,  or  a  certified  copy  of 
such  proceedings  is  appended  thereto^ 
the  petition  for  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners, and  the  order  appointing 
them,  form  constituent  parts  of  a  single 
record,  which  is  le^ly  in  the  custody 
of  the  city  corporation ;  and  they  are, 
by  the  return  of  such  corporation, 
brought  before  the  coorti  as  rally  and 
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directly  as  any  other  pari  of  the  aame 
record.    (Id.) 

9L  Any  error  in  the  direction  of  a  writ  of 
certiorari,  or  in  the  retnm  thereto, 
mast  be  corrected  by  motion.    All  ob- 

{'ection  on  the  gronnd  of  such  irregn- 
ariiies  is  waived  by  snbmilting  to  a 
hearing  on  its  merits,    ild.) 

4.  Where  ateessors  have  jnrisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the 
subject  matter  of  taxation,  although 
their  HAsessment  may  be  erroneous,  it 
is  not  void,  and  can  be  cr>rrected  onlv 
by  an  approprinte  proceeding  for  suen 
purpose,  ana  does  not  lay  the  founda- 
tion for  an  a'ttion  at  law  to  redress  the 
alleged  injury.  {Str^i  nift.  City  of 
Powjkbeepiit,  SI  N.  Y.  B.  i>ii,)    * 

5.  The  remedy  in  such  cases  may  be  hy 
writ  of  error  or  certiorari,  to  have  the 
assessment  roll  corrected,  (i^  Miller, 
J.)    {Id.) 

CEBTIFICATES   OP  INDEBTED- 
NESS. 

1.  Certificates  of  indebtedness  issued  by 
the  United  States,  under  act  of  Marco 
1,  1803,  are  not  exempt  from  state  tax- 
ation. {PeopU,  etc.  agt.  Boffmant  37  iV". 
Y.B.^.) 

2.  They  are  mere  acknowledgments  of 
pre-existing  indebtedness,  aud  not  in- 
strumentalities of  government,  etc. 
{Id.) 

CHAMPEBTY. 

1.  A  deed  of  lands  held  in  adverse  posses- 
sion is  good  as  agHinst  the  grantor  and 
his  heirs,  and  against  strangers,  though 
void  as  against  the  party  in  possession ; 
and,  being  void  as  to  the  latter,  an  ac- 
tion will  He  against  him  in  the  name  of 
the  grantor,  notwithstanding  such  deed, 
but  not  in  tbe  name  of  the  irrantee.  A 
recovery  therein  will,  however,  inure 
to  the  benefit  of  such  grantee  as  is  to 
limit  the  operation  of  the  section  as  pre- 
viously enacted,  not  to  create  any  new 
authority,  as  between  the  grantor  and 
grantee,  for  the  use  of  the  name  of  the 
former  by  tbe  latter.  {Hamilton  agt. 
Wright,  37  N.  T.  B.  502.) 

CHATTEL  HOBTQAGEl 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  statute  requiring 
the  filing  of  a  copy  of  a  chattel  mort- 
gage and  statement,  eta.,  after  one  year 
from  the  filing  of  the  original  mortgage, 
in  the  ofllce  of  the  clerk  of  the  town 
where  the  mortgagor  then  resides,  can- 


not be  complied  with,  where  the  mort- 
gagor has  become  a  non-r^ident  of  the 
state  within  the  vear.  {Diiiingkam  agt 
Bolt,  37  A\  r.  &.  198.) 

2.  A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  such  chattels 
after  the'  expiration  of  the  year  acquires 
a  title  superior  to  the  lien  of  the  mort- 
gage.   {Id.) 

3.  It  seems  that  a  chattel  mortgage,  un- 
less renewed  from  time  to  time,  by 
filing  copies  thereof,  as  required,  by 
law,  is  of  no  avail  as  Hgniohi,  tbe  claim 
of  one  who  acquires  a  lien  npon  the 
property  by  virtue  of  a  Bobi$<H|uent 
mortgage,  though  it  be  with  notice  of 
the  former.  {Jom»  agt.  Howell^  3  BdL 
438.) 

4.  The  latter  clause  of  the  provision  of 
the  internal  revenue  act  of  the  United 
States,  authorizing  the  collector  to  allow 
stamps  to  be  affixed  to  mort(fa,/es, 
when  they  have  been  omiued  wiihool 
intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of  that 
act,  or  to  defraud  thv  government,  but 
declaring  that  "no  right  acquired  in 
^ood  faith  before  the  stamping  of  such 
instrument  *  *  *  and  ike  recording 
thereof y  if  such  record  be  reonired  by 
law,  shall  in  anv  manner  be  affecied  by 
such  stamping,  &c.,  does  not  apply  to 
chattel  mortgagee,  inasmuch  as  it  contem- 
plates mortgages  which  require  to  be 
rtoorded.  {  Vail  agu  Knapp,  49  Bar^. 
299.) 

5.  Chattel  mortgages  are  merely  filed,  and 
an  entry  made  in  a  l>ook  kept  by  the 
clerk  of  the  names  of  the  parties,  the 
amount  secured,  the  date,  time  of  iiliug, 
and  when  due.  This  canot  be  reg;eutlea, 
in  any  proper  sensoi  as  recurding  a 
mortgage.    \ld.) 

6.  The  statute  is  highly  nenal,  and  should 
not,  even  in  a  doubtfui  case,  receive  a 
construction  which  would  iuvuiidaia 
the  security.    {Id.) 

7.  Under  the  provision  of  schedule  "B" 
of  the  revenue  act«  specifying  among 
the  instruments  wnicn  reouire  to  be 
Mamped  "  mortgnge  of  Innas,  osteite  or 
property,  real  or  pereonal^  heritable  or 
movable,  whatsoever,  where  the  same 
shall  be  made  as  a  security  fr>r  the  pay- 
ment of  any  definite  and  certain  sum 
of  money  lent  at  the  time,  or  prcvionslv 
due  and  owing,  or  forborne  to  be  paid| 
being  payable,'*  no  stamp  is  necessary 
upon  mortgages  executed  to  secure  the 
mortgagees  os  drawers  anfl  indorsers 
of  dmfxs  drawn  for  the  benefit  of  tbe 
mortgagors,  and  payable  tubtequMnt  to 
the  txecntiou  of  tuck  mortgage*,  where  no 
money  was  lent  at  tlie  time,  nor  had 
any  become  due  and  owing,  norwaa 
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any  forborne  to  be  paid,  bein^  payable. 


CHECKS. 

1.  Chtcht  drawn  in  the  ordinary  general 
form,  not  describing  any  particalar 
fund  or  using  any  words  of  transfer  of 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  accoaut 
Btandinff  to  the  credit  of  the  dmwer  in 
t|ie  bank  npon  which  they  are  drawn, 
bat  coutainiDg  onlv  the  aHual  request 
directed  to  the  banlc,  to  pay  to  the  order 
of  the  payee  named  a  certain  sum  of 
money,  are  of  the  same  legal  effect  as 
inland  bills  of  exchange,  and  do  not 
amount  to  an  assignment  of  the  funds 
of  the  drawer  in  the  bank.  (Jjunt  agt. 
TU  Sank  of  Nwth  America,  49  Barb, 
221.) 

2.  There  is  no  liability  of  the  party  npon 
whom  such  an  instrument  is  drawn  un- 
til after  it  is  accepted ;  and,  until  pay- 
ment or  acceptance,  it  is  always  revo- 
cable by  the  drawer.    {Id.) 

CHUECH  ELECTIONS. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  for 
the  election  of  wardens  and  vestrymen 
in  the  Protesttint  Episcopal  church  i  i 
this  state,  the  rector  is  made  both  the 
presiding  and  returning  officer,  and  his 
certificate  of  election  furnishes  pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  the  right  of  the 
party  receiving  it  to  hold  the  office  and 
exercise  its  functions.  iPeopU  agt  La- 
cotia,  TPf  N.  r.  B.  192.) 

2.  In  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  tear- 
ratUo  brought  against  persons  so  elect- 
ed, according  to  the  certificate  of  the 
rector,  it  is  incumbent  on  those  contain- 
ing their  election  to  establish  by  affii-m- 
ative  evidence  that,  at  the  election, 
themselves,  instead  of  the  defendants, 
were  duly  elected.    [Id.) 

3.  The  opinion  of  a  witness  that  most  of 
the  voters  voting  for  the  defendants 
were  not  le^al  voters,  furnishes  no  evi- 
dence of  their  disqualtfications,  even 
though  the  answer  m  given  in  reply  to 
a  question  propounded  by  the  trying 
court  The  court  has  no  authority  to 
propound  impruper  questions  to  a  wit- 
ness against  the  objection  of  counsel; 
and  if  it  do,  its  action  will  be  corrected 
on  appeal.    {Id.) 

CLAIM  AND  DELIYEEY. 

1.  If  the  defendants,  in  an  action  for 
claim  and  delivery,  claim  the  benefits 
of  the  nurchase  of  the  property,  which 
it  is  alleged  was  made  by  their  agent 


fhindnlently,  although  they  allege  a 
want  of  knowledge  of  such  fraudulent 
purchase,  the**  thereby  indorse  the 
agency.    {Tracy  agt.  Fosder,  ante,  209.) 

2.  Every  ratification  of  an  assumed  agen- 
cy is  equivalent  to  an  original  author- 
ity.   {Id.) 

3.  Where  the  plaintifTs  institute  proceed- 
ings  for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  per^ 
sonal  property,  bud  thereby  obtain  a 
portion  oftt,  they  do  not  thereby  waive 
an  order  ofanttt  against  the  defendants 
for  the  recovery  of  tlie  remainder,  or  for 
damages  for  its  detention,  on  tiie  ground 
that  the  onler  of  arrest  roust  be  applica- 
ble to  the  entire  cause  of  action^  aud  not 
to  a  part  only  ;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
couia  not  issue  execution  against  the 
person  of  the  defendants  for  the  portion 
of  the  property  in  the  plaintiffs'  posses- 
sion, and  tnerefore  could  not  issue  such 
execution  at  all;  and  if  not,  an  order 
of  arrest  would  be  equally  improper. 
{Id,) 

4.  The  delivery  of  a  portion  of  the  pro- 
perty to  the  plaintiffs  under  the  pro- 
ceeain^  in  replevin  is  not  decisive  of 
their  right  to  retain  it.  That  question 
has  yet  to  be  decided  in  the  action.  If 
decided  adversely  to  the  plaintitrs,  they 
must  restore  all  they  have  thus  ac- 
quired. If  the  phiintiffs  succeed,  they 
will  have  jndffment  for  the  delivery 
of  so  much  of  the  property  as  they  have 
not  already  received,  or  for  its  value, 
if  nol  obtainable.    {Id.) 

0 

5.  Therefore,  the  execution  can  so  for  no 
larger  amount  than  the  defenoaiits  are 
really  bound  to  pay,  nor  lor  anything 
or  any  amount  for  which  an  execution 
against  the  person  may  not  legally  is- 
sue.   {Id.) 

6.  An  action  of  trorer  will  not  lie  for  the 
omission  of  a  common  carrier  to  deliver 

Eroperty,  as  where  the  property  has 
ecu  stolen  or  lost  through  negligence, 
and  so  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  own- 
er. The  remedy  is  aemmosit  or  a  spe- 
cial action  on  the'ccue.  (AicCuKN,  J., 
dissMting :  Holding  that  section  69  of 
the  Code  has  abolithed  all  distinctions 
between  the  mere  forms  of  actions^  and 
every  action  is  now  a  special  action  on  the 
case)  {Tolano  agt  Steam  Navigation 
Co.  anie,  496.) 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  TAXEa 

1.  The  office  of  eommitsioner  of  taxes  in 
the  city  of  Nw  York,  as  at  present  eon- 
stituted,  comprises  the  official  duties 
and  functions  of  officers  existing  at  the 
time  the  constitution  of  1846  was  adopt- 
ed, and  which  were  then  performed  by 
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wnrd  awewow  and  the  board  of 

Bora  of  the  city.  {PeepU  agt  Baymond, 

anu,  ira) 

S.  The  aot  of  the  legidatare  of  1867,  rest- 
ing the  appointment  of  theie  tax  com- 
miuionen  in  the  gOTernor  and  senate, 
ia  uncotut^iutional  and  void,    {Id.) 

3.  Thefe  commiMioners  of  taxes  are  eitv 
officerMf  and  must  be  elected  or  appointed 
in  the  mode  the  constitation  provides, 
to  wit:  *'by  the  electors  ot  snch  city 
or  of  some  division  thereof,  or  appoint- 
ed br  SDch  anthorities  thereof  as  the 
legisfatnre  shall  designate  for  that  par- 
pose."    (Id.) 

4*  The  offioe  of  commissioner  of  taxes  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  as  at  present 
eonstiiated,  comprises  the  offlcial  doties 
and  functions  of  officers  existing  at  the 
time  the  constitation  was  adopted ;  and 
the  act  of  the  legislature,  vesting  their 
appoiutment  in  Ute  Kovemor,  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  senate,  is  an- 
eousiitutlontU.  IPeopU  agt.  Bajfnumdt  37 
jr.  F. -B.  428.)        ^    "*         ^ 


COMMISSIONS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintilf,  a  real  ettaU  hroher^ 
had  been  employed  by  the  defendant  to 
•ell  or  exchange  for  him  certain  real 
estate,  a  farm  and  four  lots ;  the  farm 
he  would  sell  for  $5,000,  or  would  ex- 
change the  whole  for  $13,000;  and 
agreed  to  pay  plaintiff's  commissions  at 
the  rate  of  two  and  a  nidf  per  cent: 
After  a  purchaser  had  been  introduced 
to  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  and  some 
considerable  Jelav  at  negotiations,  at 
which  the  defendant  became  dissatid- 
fied|  and  re«i nested  the  plaintiiT  to  find 
him  another  purchaser,  but  apon  plain 
tifi^s  request  negotiations  were  renew- 
ed, and  an  exchange  finally  made,  but 
the  defendant  insisted  that  the  purchaser 
ahoald  pay  the  plaintifi''s  commissions, 
which  was  agreed  to  by  the  plaintiff  in 
a  note  to  derendant,  by  the  pnrchaser, 
as  follows:  "Mr.  B.  (the  purchaser), 
has  agreed  to  assume  the  payment  of 
your  commissions  on  the  excnange  of 
property  between  you.  Therefore, 
whatever  you  do  will  be  in  considera- 
tion of  that  fact."  **  Mr.  B.  s  promise 
is  satisfactory  to  me.*'  {McClave  agt 
Maynardf  ante,  313.) 

2.  Beldf  that  evidanoe  offered  bv  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of 
this  note,  under  the  question :  *'  At  the 
time  yon  (the  purchaser)  received  the 
letter  fkt>m  McCUve  (plaintitl),  what 
was  said  between  von  r  should  have 
been  reoeiv^  j  and  it  waa  error  to  ex- 
ehide  iti  as  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the 


amotint  of  eommissiona  fixed  with  8., 
the  pnrchaser,  was  $100.  provided  the 
yalnation  was  $5^000,  aa  ne  represented 
it  to  be ;  when  in  fact  the  amoont  of 
the  exchange  waa  $13,000.    {Id.} 

3.  Any  thin^  said  by  the  phuntiff  relating 
to  tne  subject  in  controversy,  was  a«^ 
misaible,  when  offered  by  the  defendant. 

COMPLAINT. 

1.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a 
wife  against  her  hnsband,  to  recover 
for  wrongfully  taking  and  converting 
to  his  own  use  money  which  waa  the 
separate  property  of  the  wifa  ( WkU- . 
Hey  agt  Wkttiuy,  3  Abb,  li,  S.  350.) 

2.  In  snch  action  the  complaint  is  not  open 
to  objection  because  ib  demands  judg- 
ment for  the  sum  of  money  alleged  lo 
have  been  converted.  A  prayer  for  aa 
accounting  is  not  the  only  form  of  re- 
lief allowable.    {Id,) 

3L  It  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  of  demarrer 
to  a  complaint  for  lioel  that  the  article 
complained  of  does  not  name  the  plain* 
tiff.  {Parker  agt  Baywumd,  3  Abb.  If 
34a) 

4.  Where  the  person  intended  by  the  li- 
belons  matter  is  not  named,  or  is  am- 
biguously mentioned,  the  proper  facts 
may  be  averred  and  proved,  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  person  in- 
tended.   (Id.) 

5.  Upon  such  facts  being  proved,  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  was  the 
person  intended  by  the  article  is  aqoee- 
tion  of  fact  for  the  jnry.  A  compliiint, 
in  such  a  case,  is  sufficient  on  demnrrer, 
if  it  contains  averments  sufficiently  cer* 
tain  to  enable  the  jury  to  determine 
this  qnestion.    {Id.) 

6.  A  complaint  was  bled,  on  demarrer,  to 
be  defective  in  substance,  which  aliased 
merely  the  foUowiuff  facts :  That  the 
plaintiffs  sold  to  the  defendants,  by  sam- 
ples, a  certain  quantity  (3,000  pairs)  of 
merchandise  (blankets),  to  be  paid  for 
within  a  certain  time  (30  daysl  after 
delivery*  That  the  plaintiffs  delivered 
about  one-half  of  such  merchandise. 
That  some  of  it  did  not  correspond  with 
the  samples,  and  that  the  plaintiffs,  in 
consideration  thereof,  |?aaranteed  it  to 
be  of  a  quality  to  pass  inspection  by  the 

Sovemment,  on  purchase.  That  the 
efendants  then  agreed  to  receive  sneh 
merchandise  and  pay  for  it,  and,  after  a 
portion  had  been  delivered,  promised  to 
pay  the  price,  but  aiterwards  annonneed 
their  intention  to  retam  that  port  de- 
livered. That  the  plaintiffs  notified 
them  that,  if  they  did  so,  the  plaintiflii 
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would  sell  sach  merchandise  to  the  goy- 
ernmont,  and  hold  them  responsible  for 
any  loss.  That  the  defendants  sent  the 
merehaudise  to  the  plaintiffs,  who  sold 
the  same  to  the  government  for  the  best 
price  they  could  get,  and  rendered  an 
account  of  the  sales,  showing  the  sum 
due  and  owiug  from  the  defendants, 
which  still  remained  unpaid,  and  which 
the  plaintiffs  claimed  to  recover.  {Sut- 
ton agt.  Ortmui,  3  Bobt  493.) 

7.  Such  a  return  of  the  goods  by  the  de- 
fendants could  not  conetitnte  an  assent 
b^  the  plaintiffs  to  the  terms  of  the  no- 
tTfication,  so  as  to  form  a  contract  bind- 
ing on  them.  The  latter  could  not,  by 
such  notice,  compel  the  former  to  keep 
the  goods  or  assent  to  its  terms.    {Id.) 

8.  Dates  are  always  flexible,  in  a  plead- 
ing ;  variances  in  that  respect,  between 
it  and  the  proof,  may  be  disregarded 
{Code.  $$  169, 170, 173, 176;  and  a  plead- 
ing is  hurdly  <2«murra5&, now,for  want 
of  a  time  and  place  for  every  occur- 
rence stated  in  it.  A  referee  would  not 
be  entitled,  therefore,  to  report  against 
a  fact,  merely  because  its  date  was 
wrouKly  stated.  {Zorhowtki  agL  2lor- 
hnffsJci,  3JZo6C.  613.) 

9.  But  in  an  action  for  an  absolute  di> 
vorce,  for  adultery,  the  complaint 
should  allege  that  the  discovery  by  the 
plaintiff  of  the  defendant's  criminality 
took  place  within  r.  certain  time  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action;  be- 
cause, as  it  affects  the  propriety  of  de- 
creeing a  divorce,  such  time  has  been 
fixed  by  law,  and  the  insertion  of  such 
an  allegation  in  the  complaint  i*  re- 
quired by  an  absolute  rule.    {Id,) 

10.  The  discovery  of  such  criminality 
more  than  five  years  before  bringing 
suit,  is  made,  bv  the  Revised  Statutes. 
a  defense  to  tne  action ;  but  the  1^ 
rule  of  the  late  court  of  chancery  re- 
quired most  of  the  matters  constituting 
a  defense  under  such  statutes  to  be  neg- 
atived by  the  complainant  in  his  or  her 
bill  of  complaint,  to  enable  the  court, 
by  a  reference  to  a  master,  to  take 
proof  of  all  the  material  facts  stated 
therein,  and  report  the  testimony  taken 
thereon,  to  ascertain  whether  tne  facts 
required  to  be  denied  existed  or  not 
The  86th  general  rule  of  the  supreme 
court,  providing  merely  for  the  substi- 
tution of  an  affidavit  by  the  complain- 
ant for  his  or  her  verification  of  the 
complaint,  was  not  intended  to  accom- 
plish the  same  purpose  as  the  former 
rule,  and  does  not  repeal  it     {Id.) 

11.  Although  a  complaint  in  addition  to 
alleging  a  sale  by  the  plaintiffe,  by  vir- 
tue of  a  power  in  a  will,  of  several  lots 


of  land  to  l^e  defendant,  at  public  auc- 
tion, his  payment  of  ten  per  cent  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  failure  to  pay  the 
residue,  a  tender  of  a  conveyance  to 
him  and  demand  of  such  residue,  also 
alleged  that  the  defendant,  having  re- 
fused to  pay  such  residue,  on  the 
f^und  of  a  <Mfect  in  the  title,  the  ques- 
tion of  its  validity  was  submitted  to  an 
arbitrator,  the  defendant  agreeing  to 
pay  the  unpaid  residue  of  the  purcnase 
money,  wiih  interest,  and  the  arbitra- 
tor's fees,  in  case  he  should  decide 
such  title  to  be  good,  and  the  Plaintiffs 
agreeing  to  repay  the  defenaant  the 
sum  paid  by  him,  with  interest,  and  such 
arbitrator's  fees,  in  case  he  snould  de- 
cide the  title  not  to  be  legal,  and  that 
such  arbitrator  decided  that  the  title 
was  good.  Meldf  on  demurrer,  that  the 
complaint  stated  bnt  one  cause  of  ac- 
tion, which  was  a  good  one,  upon  the 
award.  {Denham  agt  StilwtlL  3  BohU 
653.) 

12.  At  common  law,  a  suit  was  maintain- 
able, in  equity,  by  a  wife  against  her 
husband,  to  recover  money,  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  the  wife,  which  he  had 
wrongfully  taken  and  converted.  And 
the  Code  having  abolished  the  distinc- 
tions between  equitable  actions  and  ac- 
tions at  law,  ana  the  old  formnof  plead- 
ings, a  complaint  setting 'forth  such  a 
state  of  facts,  and  prating  judgment 
against  the  defendant  lor  the  amount 
talnen  by  him  and  converted  to  his  own 
use,  states  a  good  cause  of  action,  and 
is  therefore  not  demurrable.  (HooE- 
BOOM,  t/.,  dissented.)  {WkitTMy  agt 
WhiiTUgy,  49  Barb.  319.) 

13.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  complaint,  in 
such  a  case,  that  a  money  judgment  is 
demanded,  instead  of  an  accounting. 
{Id.) 

14.  Whatever  the  prayer  for  relief  may 
be,  the  judgment  or  the  court  will  be 
according  to  the  facts  alleged  and 
proved.  And  even  if  the  party  err  in 
the  nature  of  the  relief  demanded,  the 
court  will  grant  it  according  to  the 
facts  proved.    {Id.)      . 

15.  The  objection  that  the  complaint  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  may  be  token  at  any 
stege  of  the  proceedings ;  and  a  motion 
before  the  referee,  to  dismiss  Uie  action 
for  such  cause,  is  proper.  {Coffin  agt 
BeynoldM,  37  N,  T.  B.  640.) 

16.  The  secretary  of  a  corporation  organ 
ized  under  the  law  of  1848,  chapter  40. 
is  not  a  laborer,  servant  or  apprentice 
of  the  corporation,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  eighteenth  section  of  said  act 
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A  HCtioii  bronght  by  (he  ■acnlary 
h  oorpfiniioa  a^uut  the  ctock- 
s  af  ifae  uiD*  for  bja  aervfcn  » 
Dt  in  thi  complaiDl 
-ft  debt  r;Uim»d  to 
be  due  lo  ihe  pluaUIT  for  Hrrices  pei^ 
formed  bj  him  for  the  comiMDy  u 
"eecnilary  Mid  olhwwUe,"  dof  — 

Mala  A  CMIM  of  BCtiOD.     {Id.) 


CONFEDERATE  ACTHOBITT. 
1.  The  cl>DU  In  a  mariDe  policy  of  itwoi 


,  UMumiDg  the 


ii  qoiJiHed  hy  the  clHii«e 


detoinere,  elc,  ii  qoiJified  hy  i} 
in  the  mBTgin,  "  warraniea  fi 
lou  or  Bxpenw  ariiina  ' 

of   liny  attempt    thereat."      TEe    laal 

Ihe  ■Mured      {SKinnerloii  KgL  Colam- 
bui%  Im.  Co.  37  N.  ¥.  B.  174.) 

)f  B  veuel  by  anthorily 

srate  SUIei,  daring  the 

is  nilhid  thu  wairaoly, 

«^.  .juavBB  ue  [niurer  fhun  "-^- 

(ia.) 

3.  Op  s  1ml,  when  tba  inninuiee  com- 
pany ihciwed  that  the  ininred  reuel, 
while  lyin^  at  a  wharf  in  the  port  of 
Hotfolk,  Virginia,  for  repain,  wa*,  on 
the  'JlU  of  April,  1861,  teiied  by  a  lanre 
u , ,.._'__  ..  ...  by  ,Eg 


Ihe  Coof 


inty  of  ihe  ■tale  of  VirKiuia,  fillei 


nel,  with  the  cheen  of  the  popolaci 
tnnt  at  the  month  of  the  chiwnel.  1 


eonfouon  and  eicltemcnl;  that  no' 
lief  could  be  obtained  b«m  the  ooni 
and  tbat  the  veuel  wai  loat ;  iitid: 

d.  (1.)  That  apoD  thMS  facta,  In  conm 
tion  with  the  biatory  of  the  timet, 
■hould  have  been  left  to  (he  Jnry,  ai 
qnettion  of  fact,  whether  the  Wliure 
tha  veuel  wai  an  act  of  war,  on  ( 
partof  ihoee  then  engaged  ii  '  "'"■ 
-with  (he  United  Stales,  or  ii 


5.  (2. )  That  Ibe  Virginia  ordinance  of  k- 
eeMion,  adopted  on  the  ITth  of  April, 
IBGl.  alionld  have  been  raoeived  u  avi- 
denee  on  the  qoetUoQ.    {Id.) 

6.  (3.)  Tbat  mattera  of  pnblio  faiitory,  af- 
fecting the  wbole  people,  ara  jndicially 
taken  notice  of  by  the  oonna  -,  that  uo 
BTidenoe  need  be  produced  (oeWablish 
them,  bat  the  couna  act  npon  them 


from  knowledge  obtained  from  Bitch 
■ouroea  aa  (hey  rely  npoa.  {Id.\ 
T.  (4.)  That  the  eiirtence  of  cItII  war  hi 
oar  coantry  is  a  Aiet  which  the  ooort  ia 
bound  to  know ;  that  knawledj{e  of  the 
main  fact  wonld  carry  with  it  k 


fiONFESSIONS. 


wholij^voluntary^ 

him  (liat  they  were  made  to  a  police- 
loan,  eapedaliy  when  tha  prisoner  waa 
not  at  the  time  in  hia  ciiBtndy,  \Pfaplt 
agt  ffwb,  SI  K.Y.&.  303.} 

2.  Voluotarycoofeaaionaareadminihle  in 
— 'i deuce    atfainat    the    party    making 

em  i  and  Oiose  are  deemed  voluntary 
hicli   proceed  from  the  aponuineoDe 

fluence  of  any  eittaaeouB  diatnrbing 
.oae.    {Id.) 

3.  The  oonfnaion  may  be  aOmnaihle. 
though  made  in  reply  to  a  qneation  aa- 
aoming  the  t^tt  of  the  priaoaer.     {Ii.) 

CONSTABLE'S  BOND. 

I.  Where  an  act  it  pasted  by  the  legisla- 
ture, after  tbe  eiecalion  by  a  conaMble 
in  the  city  of  New  York  and  big  ann- 
tiea  of  au  offlcial  bond,  which  enlargBB 
the  jnrisdiciion  of  the  diatrict  couita  in 
Baid  cily  and  Impoaea  new  dntlee  upon 
the  conetables,  neither  the  anreiiei  nor 
Ifag  bond  are  affeited  by  Bach  act. 
(J»ojorj^*c  of  Sen   York  agt.  Jiyoii, 


at,tt,V^) 
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and  to  the  datiea  and  p  .   ...  _ 

commiaeionera  of  laid  board  and  the 
aalariet  of  their  Babordiuatia.  pawed  in 
1867,   pravidee  aa  followa:   "No  pre- 


—   offioera,  or 

ir  capacity  ai  a  board  of  eieiae.  or 
■  -"^    't  named  board,  eitept  by 

lurt,  at  a  apecial  f- 

_..   jf, after servioe of 

eight  daya'  notice  of  a  motion  for  nch 
I ,; —  toBolher  with  oopieaof  the 


RK. 


agt  JkfU»,  oMt,  48.) 
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2.  ffeldf  that  this  is  a  public,  and  not  a 
pnvate  or  local  law,  and,  ttierefore,  not 
exposed  to  the  constitntionul  objection 
of  containin^^  other  sabjeots  than  those 
expressed  in  its  title.    {Id.) 

3.  The  act  creating  the  metropolitan  sani- 
tary district  is,  essentially,  a  penal  law, 
ana  therefore  is  a  public'acL    {Id.) 

4.  This  act  of  1867,  being  constitutionally 
valid,  it  deprives  this  court  of  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  any  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  boards  and  omcers 
named  in  it.    {Id.) 

5.  The  first  seven  sections  of  the  act  of 
1865,  chapter  29,  providing  for  state 
bounties  to  volunteers  in  the  army  and 
navy,  &c.,  the  3d  and  4th  sections  of 
which  provide  for  and  prohibit  a  sum 
not  exceeding  $600  to  be  paid  lor  each 
three  years  volunteer,  became  a  law 
and  took  effect  immediatety  on  itt  pas- 
teup, Feb.  loth,  1865,  as  declared  in  the 
act,  and  continued  in  force,  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  chapter  41 
(Zatr«  ^1865),  passed  on  the  24th  Feb- 
ruary, 1865,  which  re-enacted  the  same 
seven  sections  contained  in  chapter  29, 
and  declared,  **  this  act  is  hereby  de- 
clared to  be  a  law  from  the  time  of  its 
passage ;  but  it  shall  not  take  effect  until 
after  the  canvass  of  the  votes  by  the  board 
of  slate  canvassers  next  after  the  general 

.  (next  Ifovember)  election."    (Ikoraham, 
•/;,  dissenting.)     {Powers  agt  Shepard, 
ante,  53.) 

6.  Conseqnentlv,  an  agreement  made  on 
the  2l8i  of  Aarch,  1865,  to  nay  $830 
for  each  of  such  volunteers  for  three 
years,  is  void,  us  being  in  violation  of 
chapter  39.    {Id.) 

7.  The  fourth  section  of  said  chapter  29, 
prohibiting  a  lai*ger  sum  than  $600  to 
oe  paid  f(»r  the  three  years  volunteers, 
is  Ttot  unconstitutionaL  {Overrulijig  the 
decision  S.  C.  at  special  term^  30  Bow.  8.) 
{Id.) 

8.  Section  7  of  article  1  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  state  of  New  Tork  of  1846, 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  where  a 
ri^ht  of  way  arises  by  necessity. 
( Wheeler  agt  uHsey,  anfe,  139.) 

9.  The  act  of  1865,  so  far  as  it  anthorizes 
the  wmmissunurs  of  the  Central  Park, 
instead  of  the  common  council  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  to  make  an  applica- 
tion to  this  court  for  the  opting  of  a 
road  or  public  drive  above  Fiftv-ninth 
street,  is  not  unconstitutunuUf  whatever 
may  be  considered  as  to  the  validitv  of 
some  other  portions  of  that  act  {Mat- 
ter of  Commissioners  of  Oentral  Parkf 
antCj  255.) 

10.  The  statute  authorizing  a  municipal 


corporation  to  grade  and  improve  its 
streets,  and  assess  expenses  amon^ 
owners  ot  property  benefited,  is  consti- 
tutional, {aowell  agt  City  of  Buffalo. 
37  N.  r.  B.  267.) 

11.  Assessment  made  after  improvement 
has  been  paid  for  by  the  city  makes  no 
difference.    {Id.) 

12.  The  act  of  1866,  chapter  74,  creatine 
the  "  metropoliLan  sanitary  district  ox 
the  state  of  New  York,"  is  constitn- 
tional.  {The  M^ropolitan  Board  of 
Bealth  agt  Jacob  Bkstary  37  If.  Y,  B, 
661.) 

13.  The  legislature  have  the  power  to  es* 
tablish  new  civil  divisions  of  the  state, 
embn^ing  the  whole  or  parts  of  differ- 
ent counties,  and  when  so  esublished, 
section  two,  article  ten,  of  the  state  con- 
stitution, is  not  applicable  to  such  di- 
visions. The  People  afft  Draper  (15  If. 
Y.  B,  532)  affirmed  ana  approved.  {Id.) 

14.  Neither  is  the  act  referred  to  in'  viola- 
tion of  that  provision  of  the  constitution 
which  declares  that  the  "trial  by  jury,- 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  heretofore 
been.used,  shall  remain  inviolable  for- 
ever;" nor  of  that  article  which  pro- 
vides that  '*  no  person  shall  be  deprived 
of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law."  No  property  or  per^ 
son  is  injured  by  this  a^t.    {la.) 

15.  A  jury  has  not  been  the  ordinary  tri- 
banal  to  determine  upon  questions  af- 
fecting the  public  health,  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846. 
{The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Bealth  agt 
Beisier,  37  N.  Y.  B.  661.) 

16.  The  power  to  be  exercised  b^  the 
board  upon  the  subjects  in  question  is 
administrative,  rather  than  )adicial,  in 
its  character.    {Id,) 

17.  The  act  of  the  legislature  incorporat- 
ing the  village  of  Ed^water,.  passed 
March  22,  1866,  provided  that  there 
should  bNB  seven  trustees,  four  of  whom 
should  be  elected  in  Hay,  1868,  and 
three  of  whom  should  be  elected  in 
Hay,  1869,  who  should  hold  their  office 
for  two  years.  The  act  also  provided 
that  four  persons,  named  therein,  should 
be  trustees  from  the  passage  thereof, 
until  the  election  of  their  successors,  in 
Hay,  1868,  and  that  three  other  per- 
sons, named  thereinj  should  be  trustees 
ftom  the  passage  of  the  act  until 
the  election  of  their  successors,  in 
May,  1869.  Beld,  that  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  trustees  named  in  the  act 
was  in  violation  of  article  10,  section  2, 
of  the  state  constitution.  ( The  People  ex 
reL  Brown  agt  Blake,  49  Barb.  9. ) 
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18.  The  proviuons  of  chapter  S9  of  the 
laws  of  1865.  prescribing  a  maximum 
sam  1o  be  paid  forenliBtinff  soldiers,  and 
forbidding  the  payment  of  a  higher  snm 
by  cities,  coonties,  &c.,  are  not  nnoon- 
ctitational.  (Powers  agt.  Shepard^  49 
Barb.  418.) 


CONTEMPT. 

I.  An  order  from  a  jnstice  of  the  sopreme 
court,  made  at  chambers,  reoairing  de- 
fendant to  appear  at  special  term  and 
show  cause  why  an  attachment  should 
not  be  issued  against  him,  and  he  be 
punished  for  an  alleged  contempt  and 
misconduct,  is  well  served  upon  defend 
ant*8  attorney,  when  so  directed  to  be 
served,  and  oefendantis  bound  thereby. 
{Pitt  agt.  PavtKm,  37  iV.  T.  B.  235.) 

3.  In  an  order  to  show  cause,  personal 
service  of  the  order,  toother  with  the 
afSdavits  upon  which  it  is  grounded, 
upon  the  defendant,  is  not  neoessaiy. 

•  {Id.) 

8.  There  is  a  distinction  between  proceed- 
ings to  punish  for  crimuuU  contempts 
and  proceedings  at  jfor  coiUempU  to  en- 
fojtce  civil  remediet ;  in  the  former  cases, 
personal  notification  of  the  accusation 
u  necessary.    {Id.) 

4.  Proceedings  as  for  a  contempt  to  en- 
force a  civil  remedy  is  a  proceedinff 
taken  in  the  action,  m  respect  t  j  which 
the  order  was  made.    {Id.} 

5.  When  the  proceeding  is  by  order  to 
show  cause,  no  interrogatories  need  be 
filed,  to  enable  the  party  to  purge  him- 
self of  the  contempt  alleged,     (/d) 

6.  To  sustain  an  application  for  an  at- 
tachment to  punisn  a  judmnent  debtor 
for  disposing  of  moneys  received  by 
him  after  the  service  of  an  injunction 
order  in  supplemeutaryprooeedings.  the 
creditor  must  show  affirmatively  that 
the  money  was  already  earned  by  or 
due  to  the  debtor,  when  the  order  was 
served.  {Oerreaani  ugt,  WAeelvrighi.  ^ 
Abb.  iV.  S.  264.) 

7.  A  county  jud^  cannot  punish'  for  con- 
tempt in  refusing  to  obey  a  subpoena  to 
appear  and  testify  before  him,  which  is 
issued  from  the  supreme  court  and  at 
tested  in  the  name  of  one  of  lis  jui<ti9e6. 
(People  ex  rel.  BruneU  agt.  Dutcher,  3 
Abb:  If  S.  151.) 

fi.  Nor  can  he  punish  for  oontempt  in  re- 
fusinffto  attend  pursuant  to  subpoena 
issued  in  his  nAme,  whether  signed  by 
him  or  not    (Id.) 


CONTBACT. 

1.  Where  a  ootUracl  for  the  purchase  of  a 
lot  of  land  is  conditioned  that  a  con- 
veyance is  not  to  be  given  until  the 
terms  of  the  contract  are  performed,  by 
the  payment  of  the  whole  purchase 
money,  $500,  in  yearly  pajrments,  and 
at  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  the 
payment  of  the  whole  there  remains  a 
oalance  due  and  unpaid  of  $200,  and 
the  vendor  thereupon  d^lares  the  con- 
tract void,  and  proceeds  in  an  action 
of  ejeotr^ent  and  gets  possession  of  the 
premises,  the  vendee  and  thoee  under 
whom  he  claims,  never  having  paid  or 
tendered  the  amount  due  upon  the  con- 
tract, have  no  claim  legally  or  eauita> 
bly  to  the  title  of  the  premises.  {Grood* 
WW  agt.  JfelvHf  ante,  402.) 

2.  Where  an  offer  is  made  by  telegraph, 
acceptance  is  coinpleted  bv  dispatching 
a  notice  that  it  is  acepted,  oy  teieeraph ; 
and  the  parties  are  bound  by  the  eiK 
gagement  from  that  time.  So  held,  in  a 
case  where  the  parties  had  previously 
asreed  on  the  telegraph  as  a  medium 
of  business  communication.  {Trtver 
agt  Wood,  3  Ahb.  N.  8.  355.) 

3.  The  fact  that  delivery'  of  the  message 
is  delayed  (without  privity  of  the  party 
sending  the  message),  and  that  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  sent  during  the  de- 
lay telegraphs  a  revocation,  is  not 
enough  to  exonerate  him  from  the  obli- 
gation to  perform  the  agreement    {Id.) 

4.  When  a  stockbroker  purchases  stock 
for  a  customer,  on  an  understanding  that 
the  customer  is  to  keep  np  a  certain 
margin,  and  that  while  it  is  kept  sood 
the  broker  will  hold  the  stock  ror  him, 
the  customer  does  not,  in  the  absence 
of  an  agreement  to  that  effect,  acquire 
a  right  to  notice  before  the  stock  can 
be  sold  for  a  failure  on  his  part  to  keep 
good  the  margin.  {Markham  agt  JaW' 
don,  3  Ahb.  N.  S.  286.) 

5.  The  relation  of  pledgor  and  pledgee^ 
and  the  implied  right  of  a  pledgor  to 
notice  of  time  and  pla<»  of  sale  of  the 
pledge,  do  not  arise  in  such  a  case. 

6.  When  and  to  what  extent  telegrams 
between  parties  are  to  be  treated  as 
written  contracts,  depends  upon  the 
circumstances  in  whicli  they  are  sent, 
and  the  intent  and  object  for  which 
they  are  transmitted  and  received 
[Beach  ngt  Bar.  and  Del.  Bay  B.  B. 
Co.  37  If.  r.  B.  457.) 

7.  Where  there  has  been  a  previous  eom* 
munication  between  the  parties  in  re- 
respect  to  tl  e  Bcbject  ^  ttf^***  of  the  con* 
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tract,  and  the  telegram  is  sent  to  fix 
some  one  of  the  (tetails  of  the  agree- 
ment between  them,  as  the  price^  time 
of  enjoyment,  etc.,  such  telegram  is  evi- 
dence only  for  the  porpoee  for  which  it 
WR8  sent,  and  does  not  constitate  the 
contract    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  original  propositions  or 
agreement  between  the  parties  were 
oral,  they  are  to  be  proved  by  oral 
evidence,  as  modified  or  affected  by  the 
telegram.    {Id.) 

9.  Where  plaintiffs  had  hired  oat  their 
barge  to  be  used  onlj  as  a  receiving 
barge  in  the  dock,  and  it  was  used  by 
the  defendants  as  a  transporting  barge, 
and  was  thereby  sonk,  Mld^  that  the 
defendants  are  liable  in  an  aciion  in  the 
natare  of  »over  for  the  valoe  of  the 
baru^,  independent  of  any  question  of 
negligence  m  their  manner  of  using  the 
same.    {Id.) 

10.  Two  principles  reiterated  as  well  set- 
tled :  First,  that  in  a  contract  between 
A  and  B,  wherein  B  agrees  to  pay 
money  to  C,  the  latter  may  maintain  an 
action  against  B  to  recover  the  money. 
Secondly,  that  where  land  is  conveyed 
"  subject  to  a  mortgage,"  without  ex- 
press agreement  to  p«iy,  no  action  in- 
volving personal  liability  can  be  main 
tained  bv  the  mortgagee  against  the 
buyer.  (Dingledew  agt.  TkvrdAveHue 
£L  B,  Co.  37>.  r.  B,  675.) 

11.  A  transfer  was  made  by  a  partnership 
to  the  defendants  of  their  road,  fran- 
chises, horses,  harness,  etc,  "subject 
to  the  payment  of  all  the  money  which 
the  partnership  was  bound  to  pay  on 
accountof  sewers,  etc,"  which  transfer 
WHS  accepted  bv  the  defendants  in 
writing.  Ifeldy  tnat  the  party  having  a 
claim  on  account  of  sewers,  as  speci- 
fied,  could  maintain  an  action  against 
the  defendants,  and  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  them  the  amount  due  to  him 
from  the  partnership.    {Id.) 

ISL  This  case  distinguished  from  that  of 
Belmont  agt  Comali  (22  If.  F.  B.  438). 
{Id.) 

CONTRACT  TO   PAY  IN  GOLD 
COIN. 

1.  A  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  and  ac- 
cepted, **  payable  in  United  States  gold 
com,"  must  oe  paid  in  gold,  or  its  equtv- 
alent^  if  paid  m  legal  tender  notes. 
{Banl  of  Prince  Edward' t  Island  agt. 
Trumilmll,  anU^  8.) 

2.  We  have  two  standards  of  value  recog- 
nized by  law,  the  one  gold  and  silver, 
the  other  paper ;  either  Is  a  legal  tender 


for  a  debt,  and  a  contract  which  calls 
for  payment  in  gold  calls  for  payment 
in  a  curren<7  recognized  by  law,  and 
there  is  notliing  in  law  or  in  reason 
which  forbids  the  parties  from  making 
such  agreement ;  and  when  it  is  mani- 
fest that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties that  payment  should  be  made  in 
coin  instead  of  paper,  it  is  the  dutv  of 
the  courts  to  carry  into  effect  suon  in- 
tention.   {Id.) 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  the 
conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property, 
which  is  gold  coin,  the  measure  ox  dam- 
ages is  properly  reached  by  fixing  the 
value  of  the  coin  in  currency ;  ana  this 
is  the  highest  market  price  of  the  coin 
converted,  between  the  time  of  the  tak- 
ing and  that  of  the  triaL  {Tcuflor  agt» 
Ketckum,  ante,  289.) 

CONTRIBUTION. 

1.  The  rights  and  obligations  of  surettefl 
inter  «e,  are  the  same,  whether  they  are 
bound  under  oNe  or  «nwra/  like  obliga- 
tions for  the  same  orincipal  and  for  ue 
same  debt  or  default ;  and  where  there 
are  several  distinct  bonds  with  several 
and  distinct  penalties,  contribution  be- 
tween them  IS  in  proportion  to  the  pen- 
alties of  their  respective  bonds.  rAr- 
fnitage  agt.  Pulver,  37  If,  T.  B,  494.) 

2.  In  the  above  instance,  the  plaintiff  had 
executed  his  bond  as  suretv,  in  the 

Kenal  sum  of  $2,000,  and  the  defendants 
«d  executed  their  bond  in  the  penal 
sum  of  $18,000,  each  for  the  same  prin- 
cipal and  for  the  same  debt,  etc  Meld, 
that  thev  were  liable  in  the  ratio  of 
one-tantn  and  nine-tentKiyOr  in  the  ratio 
of  the  penalties  of  their  respective 
bonds,  and  that  contribution  might  be 
compelled  accordingly.    {Id.) 

CORPORATION. 

1.  Where  the  answer,  in  an  action  brought 

r'nst  the  Merchants'  Union  Express 
to  enforce  a  dissolution,  alleged 
that  the  nominal  plaintiff  was  not  the 
real  party  in  the  suit,  but  that  the  suit 
was  prosecuted  wholly  at  the  instiga- 
tion and  in  the  interest  of  rival  compa- 
nies, and  this  allegation  was  not  denied 
in  the  afildavit  read  b^  the  plaintiff  on 
a  motion  for  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver ;  hddt  that  the  allegation  must 
betaken  as  true  for  the  purposes  of  the 
motion,  and  that,  taking  it  to  be  true, 
it  was  fatal  to  the  suit  An  illusory 
suit  in  the  name  of  a  shareholder,  but 
really  prosecuted  by  and  in  the  interest 
of  a  rival  and  competing  company,  can- 
not  be  maintained  for  the   purpose 
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of  dinolving  or  rettraining  an  aaaocia- 
tion  or  eemptoij  of  which  the  nominal 
plaintiff  may  be  a  member.  ( Waterhtry 
agt.  MerekafUt'  <7aw»  JBxprett  Co.  3 
Abb.  N,  8. 163.) 

S.  It  «es*u,  that  our  conrts  will  not  pre> 
amne  that  the  ezecative  aathoritj  of  a 
foreign  government  has  power,  with- 
out wmie  legislative  or  judicial  sanction 
or  approval,  to  annul  or  dissolve  a  cor- 
poration. {Lee  agt.  American  Atlantic 
and  Paeifie  Canal  Co.  3  Abb.  N.  8. 1.) 

3.  The  rules  of  the  common  law  relative 
to  the  difsolntion  of  oorporationSi  and 
the  distinction  between  the  dissolution 
of  a  corporation  and  the  suspension  of 
its  fttmcnises,  and  between  the  original 
charter  and  the  charter  of  revival,  con- 
sidezed.    (Id.) 

4.  A  decree  by  which  an  act  of  incorpora- 
tion is  annulled,  and  the  corpora- 
tion dissolved,  ^^exoaat  for  certain 
purposeii/'  and  which  ueolares  that  the 
corporation  shall  only  continue  in  ez- 
istenoe  for  purposes  specified,  and  that 
persons  mX\  be  appointed  as  receivers 
to  take  its  assets  and  carry  on  its  busi- 
ness, does  not  operate  to  extinguish 
the  existence  of  the  corporation^  in  any 
such  sense  that  it  cannot  be  revived  by 
repeal  of  the  decree,  or  by  other  gov- 
ernmental act  recognizing  the  corpora- 
tion as  existent.    {Id.) 

5.  Where,  by  a  decree  such  as  above'  de- 
scribed, a  corporation  was  dissolved,  and 
a  subsequent  decree  of  government  con- 
tained a  complete  recognition  of  the 
corporation  as  existing,  and  by  a  new 
name:  Held^  that  the  latter  decree 
should  be  considered  as  reviving  the 
corporation  under  its  old  charter,  and 
subject,  though  under  «  new  name,  to 
its  debts  and  liabilities  incurred  under 
the  old  name.    {Id.) 

6.  Even  if  the  second  decree  should  be 
called  a  new  charter,  it  ought  not  to  be 
regarded  as  creating  a  new  corpora- 
tion, but 'OS  reviving^  and  confirming 
and  somewhat  modifying  the  old  one. 
at  least  as  to  foreign  creditors  of  the.ola 
one.    {Id.) 

7.  A  person  employed  b}r  a  mannftictur- 
ing  corporation  as  its  civU  tngineer  and 
trateling  a^ent,  at  a  fixed  salary,  is  a 

.  gervant  of  the  corporation,  witliin  the 
meaning  of  the  18ih  section  of  the  act 
of  1848,  which  makes  the  stockholders 
of  such  corporations  personaliy  and  in- 
dividnally  liable  for  debts  due  to  their 
laborers,  tervantsnnd  apprentices.  ( Wil- 
liamavn  agt.  Wadtwrlhy  49  Barb.  294.) 

8.  A  service  of  a  lummoiifl  on  a  director 


of  a  corporation  is  regular,  and  will 

S've  the  court  complete  larisdiction  of 
e  partiea.      {Owtu  agt.  Tht  Avon, 
Genueo,  dc,  ^.  R,  Co,  ^  Barb.  148.) 

9.  An  overseer  and  bookkeeper  is  a  "  jer- 
vaaf,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat> 
ute  authorizing^  the  formation  of  com- 
panies for  mining,  mechanical  and 
chemical  purpoaes.  (2  R.  S,  5lA  ed.  p. 
658,  (  18.)    {Hweg  agt.  Ten  Brotci,  3 

Robt,  3ia; 

JO.  A  stockholder  in  a  mining  company  is 
liable  for  the  wages  of  a  **»ervant "  of 
the  company,  which  became  due  "Trithin 
one  year  previous  to  the  recovery  of 
judgment  against  the  company  there- 
for; and  this,  even  thou^^h  nis  engage- 
ment was  for  a  longer  term  than  one 
year.    {Id.) 

11.  The  doctrine  of  the  roidnees  of  con- 
tracts of  corporations  by  reason  of  tbeit 
being  ultra  viret  is  not  favorably  re- 
ceived by  courts.  Where  partiee  nave 
contracted  in  good  faith  with  a  corpo- 
ration, and  have  performed  their  part 
of  the  contiHet,and  the  oorpomtion  has 
received  and  accepted  the  benefits,  it  is 
not  to  be  tolerateo  that  they  should  be 
permitted  to  seek  exemption  from  per- 
formance on  their  part  on  the  ground 
that  they  had  no  power  to  contract. 
The  only  exceptions  to  this  rule  are 
those  cases,  either  w4iere  corporations 
are  prohibited  from  making  certain 
contracts  by  some  express  provision  of 
law,  or  are  authorized  to  contract  only 
in  some  prescribed  form.  {Per  Movell, 
J.)  {Th4  Maditon  Avenue  BapHrt 
Church  ngl  The  Baptist  Church  in  Oli- 
ver Street,  3  RobL  570.) 

COSTS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiflT  brings  an  action 
in  a  Justice's  court;  and  complains  that 
the  defendant' wrongfully  broke  and  en- 
tered his  clote^  and  then  and  there,  at 
the  times  named,  committed  certain 
trespasses  and  did  certain  acts,  and  the 
defendant  justifies  all  the  acts  ammlain- 
ed  off  on  the  j^round  that  the  locut  \nqus 
was  at  the  tune  a  public  highway,  £e., 
the  justice  should  dismiss  the  action 
npon  the  question  of  title.  Booth  agt 
Barmour,  ante.  1<) 

2.  But  if  the  plaintiff,  on  continuing  the 
action  in  the  supreme  court,  recovers  a 
verdict  for  any  sum,  for  trespasses  com- 
mitted outside  of  ike  alleged  highuau,  he 
IS  entitled  to  cottt^  although  the  daend 
ant  succeeds  in  jnetifVing  all  bis  acta 
committed  upon  said  nignway.  (7%w 
agreetunth  JEtaU  ngL  BotUtint,  ^  Bom, 
ll)    {Id.) 
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3.  Id  an  action  proaecnted  by  a  receiver 
for  the  collection  of  an  alleged  money 
demand,  ioBtitoted  or  carried  on  tor  the 
enhancement  of  the  fund,  for  the  ben- 
efit of  ihoee  to  whom  it  is  ultimately 
to  be  paid,  the  defendant,  on  obtaining 
Judgment  in  bis  favor,  is  entitled  to 
costs  to  be  paid  to  him  immediately  out 
oj  the  funds  in  tfie  receiver's  hands.  iCo- 
iunUnan  Ins.  Co,  agl  Stevens,  ante,  101.) 

4.  The  defendant  in  such  case  is  not 
obliged  to  stand  as  a  general  creditor  to 
await  the  final  administration,  and  re- 
ceive only  (as  the  case  mav  be)  his 
distributive  share  of  the  fund  pro  rata 
with  those  for  whose  benefit  he  has 
been  subiected  to  a  gronudleas  litiga- 
tion.   {Id.) 

5.  The  scheme  and  principle  proposed  by 
the  chapter  of  the  Code  in  relation  to 
costSf  IB,  that  where  costs  are  allowed, 
they  shall  be  paid  by  the  fund  or  party 
who  would  be  benefited  by  a  counter 
iudffmjenL     (Id.) 

6.  Such  a  (jnestion  is  not  one  addressed 
to  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  such  a 
sense  that  no  appeal  lies  to  this  court 
from  the  decision  made  in  the  court  be- 
low,   {Id.) 

7.  Where  a  justice  of  Uie  peace,  under 
the  provisions  of  section  371  of  the 
Code,  and  after  a  written  acceptance 
of  an  olTer,  upon  appeal,  to  allow  judg- 
ment for  a  certain  sum,  "makes  a 
minute  thereof  in  his  docket,  and  cor- 
rects such  judgment  accordingly,"  but 
refuses  to  allow  di^rsements  and  costs 
in  the  court  below  to  the  appellant^  the 
appellant  mav  apply  to  the  county  court 
fry  motion  and  have  such  cotts  tajoed^  and 
judgment  entered  in  his  favor  for  the 
amount  in  the  covaUy  court;  and  an  ap- 
peal can  be  taken  therefrom  to  the  su- 
preme court.    {Ponto  agt  Phelps,  ante, 

8.  Where  the  plaintiffs  sued  to  recover 
of  the  defendants  $500  for  the  lighter- 
age and  storage  of  grain,  and  the  de- 
fendants interposed  a  counter-claim  for 
more  than  that  amount  forwasta^  and 
conversion  of  the  grain,  and  claimed  a 
balance  in  their  favor,  and  the  referee, 
on  adjusting  the  claims  on  each  side, 
found  in  £avor  of  the  plaintiff  a  balance 
of  five  centSj  held,  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  costs.  {Or^e%  agt 
Brown,  ante,  372.) 

9.  In  eases  in  which  more  than  two  days 
are  necessarily  occupied  in  completing 
the  trial,  before  the  court,  referee  or 
Jury,  including  the  proration  and  stUh 
mission  of  written  points  or  arguments^ 
if  that  way  of  submission  is  agreed 


upon,  the  party  succeeding  is  entitled 
to  the  admiional  $10  costs,  under  sub- 
division 4  of  section  307  of  the  Code. 
{MyyaU  agt.  Wilcox,  ante,  410.) 

10.  In  causes  of  an  equitable  nature— «. 
g.,axi  injunction  suit — it  is  didcretionary 
with  the  court  in  which  the  action  is 
brought  to  grant  or  refuse  costs.  The 
amendments  to  the  Code  of  Procedure 
passed  in  1862,  did  not  affect  this  rule. 
{Staiger  agt.  Schultz,  3  Abb.  N.  8.  377.) 

11.  An  order  of  such  court,  directing  that 
the  plaintiff  may  discontinue  the  action 
without  costs,  is  not  reviewable  in  the 
conrt  of  appeals.    {Id.) 

12.  Motions  for  extra  allowances,  under 
section  309  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
must  be  made  upon  papers.  {Oori  agt. 
Smith,  3  Ahb.  N.  S.  51.) 

13.  Such  a  motion  is  addressed  to  the 
conrt,  and  is  not  dependent  upon  the 
recollection  or  discretion  of  the  narticu- 
lar  judge,  as  an  individual,    lla.) 

14.  Since  the  decision  of  tbe  court  of  ap- 
peals, December,  1855,  in  Peoj^  agft. 
Ifew  York  Central  Bailroad  (39  How. 
Pr.  148),  that  orders  for  extra  allow- 
ances under  section  309  are  appealable, 
it  is  necessary  that  the  facts  upon 
which  motions  for  such  allowances  are 
made  should  be  presented  iu  such  a 
mode  as  to  have  tnem  passed  upon  on 
appeal.    {Id.) 

15.  An  extra  allowance  of  costs  may  now 
be  granted  on  an  appeal  from  a  surro- 
gate's court,  under  section  309  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure.  Such  an  appeal  is, 
for  all  purposes  of  costs,  an  action  at 
issue  on  a  question  of  law,  and  its  de- 
termination constitutes  a  trial  within 
the  meaning  of  the  section.  )Seguine 
agt.  Seguiiu,  3  Abb.  If.  S.  442.) 

16.  Upon  an  appeal  fh>m  a  judgment  of  a 
county  conn  to  the  supreme  court,  the 
sucoespf^l  party  is  entitled  to  tbe  full 
costs  given  oy  subdivision  5  of  section 
307  of  the  Code  of  Procedure.  {Oray 
agt  Hannah,  3  Abb.  N.  S.  183.) 

17.  The  right  to  those  costs  being  given 
by  statute,  any  provision  in  the  order 
of  the  supreme  court  determing  the  ap- 
peal, which  purports  to  limit  the  costs 
to  a  less  sum — e.  g.,  a  provision  award- 
ing  motion   costs  only — ^ia  a  nullity. 

{&.) 

18.  Entering  an  order  containing  such  a 
provision  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  statu- 
tory  costs.    {Id.) 

19.  When  a  receiver  of  an  insurance  com- 
pany prosecutes  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  money  for  the  enhancement 
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of  theftmd  of  wbieh  be  is  teeeirer,aDd 
fails  to  TOcover,  the  defendant  is  enti- 
tled to  costs.  (Oolumbian  Iiu.  Co.  agt. 
SievmM,  87  if.  T.  B.  536.) 

20.  Bach  defendant  is  not  hoond  to  await 
the  administration  of  the  fUnd,  and,  as 
a  fpeneral  creditor,  to  share  with  other 
parties  interested  therein  pro  rate,  but 
u  entitled  to  an  immediate  order  for  the 
payment  of  the  costs  oat  of  any  fands 
in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,    {id.) 

31.  When  snch  receiver  continnes  the 
proeecntiop  of  an  action  began  by  the 
Gompanv  before  his  appointinent,ne  is 
chai^aole  with  the  costs,  in  like  man- 
ner as  if  he  were  made  a  party  plaiq* 
tiif.    {Id,) 

22.  A  jodj^eDt  recovered  by  a  plaintiff 
for  tbe  interest  merely  of  a  bond  condi- 
tioned to  secare  a  certain  som  of  money, 
which  provided  that  the  prineipal 
should  become  dne,  in  ease  the  obligor 
failed  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  days 
fixed  therein,  where  the  obligee  failed 
to  elect  in  his  eomplaint  to  make  the 
whole  amount  dae,  is  so  mnch  more 
ftivorable  to  the  plaintiff  than  a  }adg- 
ment  for  the  principal,  interest  and 
costs,  offered  by  the  defendant^  ander 
the  285th  section  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedare,  as  to  entitle  the  former  to  his 
costs  in  sach  action.  {Boward  agt.  Ibr- 
Uif,  3  Bobt.  599.) 

23.  Only  an  averment  in  the  complaint 
of  an  election  by  the  plaintiff  to  con* 
sider  the  whole  amount  of  prindpal  due 
on  such  bond,  will  entitle  the  plaintiff, 
on  such  offer,  to  recover  the  prinoipali 
with  interest.    [Id.) 

24.  The  costs  of  an  action  are  to  be  taxed 
according  to  the  fee  bill  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  verdict  or  the  dismissal  ot 
the  complaint;  and  this,  notwithstand* 
ing  prcNceedings  thereon  are  stayed. 
{SaJder  »gt.  Sori.  3  MobL  eaa.) 

25.  On  a  motion  at  special  term  for  a 
new  trial,  upon  a  case,  coets  are  to  be 
granted  as  upon  an  appeal  from  a 
jadgment.    {la.} 

26.  In  an  action  in  which  doable  costs 
are  given  by  statute,  it  is  not  neces« 
sary  to  award  them  in  a  judgment  by 
the  court  of  appeals,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  in  order 
to  entitle  the  successful  party  to 
them  on  appeal.  The  officer  who  ad- 
justs the  costs  u  bound  to  tax  snch 
costs  as  double,  and  the  court  below 
may  either  order  him  to  do  so,  or,  on 
appeal,  correct  his  adjustment  of  them 
in  that  respect  {Oarpentier  agt  WU 
lei,  3  Sobi.  700.) 


27.  The  death  of  a  paitv  entitled  to 
doable  costs  in  an  action,  and  the  aub- 
Btitution  ot  hto  repreeentativ«  as  a  party 
in  his  place,  does  not  efaaage  the  right 
to  dooole  oostSb    {Id.) 

S8.  The  representtttive  of  a  party  to  an 
aetioo,  who  dies  while  an  appcAl  is 
|>endiDg  in  the  comt  of  appeals,  is  en- 
titled to  continnoos  term  fees,  nfler  the 
death  of  such  party,  if  the  action  and 
appeal  are  sobeequaitly  revived  in  h!i 
{Id,} 


29.  Costs  of  unsncoesirfhl  effi>rtB  to  re- 
move an  injunction  cannot  be  said  to  be 
damages  arising  from  its  existence,  so 
as  to  De  recoverable  upon  an  nndertak- 
inff-  given  on  granting  the  injanccion. 
{ChUd*  agt  Lyont,  3  Bolt  704.) 

30.  Costs  and  ooansel  fees,  on  a  sneeeas- 
fhl  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction, 
are  considered  the  nataral  oonaeqaences 
of  its  existence,  and  are  properly  dun- 
ages  ;  but  there  is  no  reason  why  the 
party  obtaining  the  iiqanction  should 
pay  the  expenses  of  ill  diraoted  ttffoitt 
to  get  rid  of  it    (Id.) 


COUNTER-CLAIK. 

1.  Where  the  finets  set  up  in  an  answer 
as  a  coanter-daim  are  *  neither  de- 
murred nor  replied  to,  thevare  to  be 
taken  as  true,  and  the  defendant  will 
be  entitled  to  relief  thereon.  {Lavrmce 
afft.  Tke  Bank  of  the  Bi^lie,  3  Bobt 

2.  In  an  action  by  a  tenant  to  annal  a 
lease,  upon  the  groand  that  fhind  was 
praotioed  in  proeortng  him  to  take  it, 
the  landlord  mav  set  npa  ooonter-daim 
for  rent  which  nas  accrued  under  the 
lease.  ( Wood  agt  Jfa«er,  ^bc  ^f  Km 
rori,  3  Abb.  nTb.  467.J 


COUNTT  COUST. 

1 .  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace,  under  the 
provisions  of  section  3/1  of  the  Code, 
and  after  a  written  acceptance  of  an 
offer,  upon  appeal,  to  allow  judgment 
for  a  certain  sum,  ''makes  a  minute 
thereof  in  his  docket,  and  corrects  soeh 
jadgment  aoeordingly,"  bat  refuses  to 
allow  diabwretmen.U  amd  cmU  ta  the 
court  below  to  the  egmeUanti  the  appel- 
lant may  apply  to  the  county  court  bw 
motwn  and  nave  such  eottt  Umed  ana 
jadgment  entered  in  his  &vor  for  the 
amount  in  the  eeunhf  eomi;  and  an  ap- 
peal can  be  taken  therefrom  to  the  su- 
nreme  court    {Pmh  agt  PAs^  mUe^ 
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C0VENA2JT. 

1.  AeoTenant  entered  into  between  own- 
en  of  a^joinin^  city  lota,  for  tbemeeWeB 
and  all  claiming  nnder  them,  to  the 
effect  that  all  bnudings  erected  on  socb 
lotB  shall  be  set  back  a  specified  die- 
tance  from  the  line  of  the  street  on 
which  the  lots  front,  is  a  covenant 
which  equity^  will  enforce  between  the 
partiee  to  it,  in  favor  of  one  against  the 
other,  or  in  favor  of  and  against  anv 
snbeeqaent  grantee  of  either  lot  {Boo- 
erti  agt.  Levy,  3  Abb»  N.  S.  311.) 

3.  A  snbseqnent  parohaser  of  a  lot  sub- 
ject to  snch  a  covenant  mav  be  re- 
strained from  bnilding  in  violatioii  of 
the  covenant.    {Id.) 

3.  Bach  a  covenant  constiiates  an  "in- 
enmbranoe  "  on  the  lot  to  which  it  ap- 
plies; and  if  the  covenantor  sabee- 
qnently  conveys  by  a  deed  containing 
the  nsoal  oovenant  against  incum- 
brances, a  breach  of  the  latter  coven- 
ant arises  the  instant  the  deed  is  exe- 
cuted.   {Id.) 

i.  The  £ict  that  a  oovenant  oonstitating 
an  incumbrance  was  upon  record, 
whereby  ope  who  bought  the  land  nn- 

I  der  a  subsequent  deed  containing  a 
covenant  against  incumbrances  had 
cmutrucUpe  notice  of  it,  does  not  affect 
his  right  to  recover  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  latter  covenant.    {Id.) 

5.  But  if  such  purchaser  had  actual  no- 
tice of  the  incumbrance  at  the  time 
when  he  accepted  the  deed^  U  team, 
that  this  fact  may  be  proved  m  mitiga- 
tion of  damages,    (/a.) 

CREDrrO&'S  ACTION. 

1.  In  a  creditor's  action  brought  against 
huBband  and  wife  to  enforce  a  judgment 
against  the  husband  out  of  realproperty 
held  in  the  wife's  name,  it  apye&red 
that  the  real  property  was  bought  from 
the  plaintiff  himself,  with  money  which 
the  nusband  gave  to  the  wife  in  good 
faith,  at  a  time  when  he  was  free  from 
debt,  and  also  that  the  debt  on  which 
the  jndgment  was  recovered  was  in- 
curred by  the  husband  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  conveyance  made  by  toe  plain- 
tiff to  the  wife  simultaneously  and 
with  a  foil  knowledge  of  the  facts  at- 
tending the  conveyance  which  he  now 
sought  to  impeach : 

2.  Mdd,  that  the  action  could  not  be 
maintained.  1.  A  gift  by  a  husband  to 
a  wife,  made  when  he  is  free  frcm 
debt,  cannot  be  impeached  on  the 
ground  of  debts  subsequently  con- 
tracted. 2.  The  plaintiff  was  pieventad 


from  impeaching  the  conveyance  by 
having  himself  consented  to  it.  (PAi2- 
Uj>s  agt  Woo9(er,  3  Abb.  Jf.  JS.  475.) 

3.  When  a  crreditor  authorises  his  debtor 
to  draw  on  him  for  the  purpose  of  get- 
ting the  draft  discounted,  and  avails 
himself  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  he  is 
liable  therefor,  whether  he  accept  the 
draft  or  not  [BanujihgL  WortkuigUmt 
37  J!r.  T.  B.  112.)  ^ 

CBIMINAL  CONVERSATION. 

1.  The  law  is  now  clearly  settled  to  be 
that  if  it  appears,  in  an  action  for  crim- 
inal conversation,  that  the  husband  con- 
sented to  his  wife's  adultery,  it  goes  in. 
bar  of  the  action.  {BunneU  agt  Great' 
head,  49  Barb.  106.) 

2.  If  be  was  guilty  ot  negligenoe,  or  of 
loose  or  improper  conduct  not  amount- 
ing to  a  consent,  it  goes  in  reduction 
of  damages.    {Id.) 

3.  If -the  husband  had  it  in  hispower- 
and  neglected  to  interpose,  to  prevent 
the  deoAuchment  of  his  wife,  he  can 
recover  only  the  actual  pecunisir  dam- 
ages which  he  sustained.  (J.  F.  Babi- 
NASD,  J.,  dutmted.)    {Id) 


GBIHINAL  LAW. 

1.  It  is  never  necessary  to  state,  in  a  crim- 
inal warrant,  the  evidence  by  which 
the  charge  is  to  be  supported.  All  that 
is  required,  in  Uiat  particular,  is  t<y 
'*  recite  the  accusation.**  {Pratt  agt 
Boffardut,  49  Barb.  89.) 

2.  This  requirement  is'vatisfied  by  a  state- 
ment which  indicaies  with  reasonat^le 
certainty  the  crime  sought  to  be 
charged..    {Id.) 

3.  Where  a  warrant,  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  after  stating  time  and 
place,  alleged  that  the  defendant  '*  de- 
signedly by  fale  pretenses,  did  obtain 
from"  the  complainant  "one  sulkly  of 
the  value  of  $30,  the  property  of  *  •  • 
with  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  "  the 
complainant:  ffeld^  that  this  was  a 
valid  warrant  upon  a  complaint  for  ob- 
taining property  by  false  pretenses,  al- 
thoufffi  the  pretenses  used  were  not  set 
out  therein.    {Id ) 


4.  Where,  in  issuing  a  criminal  warrant, 
a  justice  of  the  peace  possesses,  and  is 
eiLcrcising  a  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject  matter,  and  not  a  special  juris- 
diction over  a  particular  oflense,  createil 
by  statute,  and  thereby  restricted  as  to 
tne  manner  of  proceeding,  ail  that  is 
xequired,  to  protect  hhn  in  so  doing,  is 
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that  the  evidence  prodaoed  is  colorable 
— Bomething  npon  which  the  judicial 
mind  is  called  upon  to  act,  in  determin- 
inK  the  qaeetion  of  probable  cause. 
{Id.) 

5.  Where  the  affidayit,  npon  which  appli- 
cation for  a  warrant  was  made,  stated, 
in  substance,  that  the  defendant  did 
designedly  and  b^  false  pretense,  obtain 
from  the  complainant  one  snlky,  of  the 
value  of  $30,  oy  falselj  stating  and  rep- 
resenting to  him  that  his  own  solkj 
was  hara  to  ride  in,  and  that  he  desired 
the  complainant's  snlky  to  go  to  Albany 
and  would  return  it  the  next  week,  bnt 
that  on  the  contrary  he  shipped  it  from 
Albany  to  Fort  Plain,  with  intent  to 
cheat  and  defraud  the  complainant: 
ffeld,  that  this  was  colorable  evidence 
sufficient  to  call  upon  the  Justice  to  ex- 
ercise his  judgment  in  determining  the 
propriety  of  issuing  process ;  and  that 
navmg  acted  in  good  faith,  he  should 
be  protected.    {Id.) 

6.  A  general  verdict,  in  a  criminal  case, 
is  equivalent  to  a  special  verdict  find- 
ing all  the  facts  which  are  well  pleaded 
in  the  indictment.  [IS,i:fferald  agt.  The 
PeopUj  49  Barb.  122.) 

7.  Where,  upon  an  indictment  charing 
the  prisoner  with  having  committed 
the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degTee, 
the  jury  find  a  general  verdict  of  guilty, 
the  court  is  justified  in  pronouncing  a 
judgment  sentencing  him  to  be  hung. 
{Id.) 

8.  A  common  law  indictment  for  murder 
is  good  and  sufficient,  inform,  to  charge 
the  statutory  definition  of  tne  crime ; 
«.  e.  the  premeditated  design  to  effect 
the  death  of  the  person  killed  which  the 
statute  makes  an  indispensable  insre- 
dient  of  the  crime,  is  comprehended  in 
the  averment  of  a  willful  and  felonious 
killing  with  malice  aforethought.  {Id.) 

9.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  mur- 
der, it  appeared  that  the  meeting  of  the 
accused  and  the  deceased  was  casual, 
they  having  had  no  previous  acquaint- 
ance ;  that  the  accused,  taking  offense 
at  some  trifling  remarks  made  by  the 
deceased,  in  passing  him  in  the  street, 
near  mid-night,  stabbed  the  deceased 
with  a  knife,  which  resulted  in  imme- 
diate death :  ffeldj  that  the  killing, 
though  groundless,  and  probably  with- 
out intent  to  take  life,  was  "  by  an  act 
imminently  dangerous  to  others,  and 
evincing  a  depraved  mind,  regardless 
of  human  life,  although  without  any 
desi^  to  effiect  the  death  of  any  partic- 
ular individual ;"  and  that  the  evidence 
would  have  justified  a  verdict  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree ;  but  if  that  crime 


was  not  established,  it  was  cleariv  man> 
slaughter  in  the  third  or  fourth  degree. 
That  if  not  one  of  these  offenses,  Uiere 
was  no  crime  committed,  within  the 
definitions  of  the  statutes.  {Tke  PeopU 
agt.  SJteekan,  49  Barb.  217.) 

10.  ffddj  also,  that  the  offense  was  not 
within  the  definition  ot  murder  in  the 
second  degree,  and  the  jury  ought  not 
to  have  been  instructed  that  there  waa 
evidence  upon  which  they  could  be 
permitted  to  find  such  a  verdicL    {Id.) 

CUSTOM. 

1.  Custom  may  be  incorporated  into  a 
contract,  and  become  a  part  of  it,  where 
il  appears,  on  its  face  or  by  its  nature, 
to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties that  it  should  be,  and  when  it  can 
fairly  be  inferred  therefrom,  that  the 
parties  contracted  with  reference  to  it. 
{Spear  agt  Bdrt^  3  Bobertttm,  420.) 

2.  So  custom  may  control  or  vary  the 
meaninff  of  words,  and  when  long 
established,  may  add  to  the  terms  of  a 
contract  But  under  a  contract  to  sell 
100  shares  of  stock,  a  custom  that  some 
thiuff  more  passes  to  the  pnrchaser,  can- 
not be  allowed.  It  would  be  an  ad- 
dition to  the  agreement,  and  not  mere- 
ly an  exphmation  or  interpretation  of 
it    {Id.) 


DAMAGES. 

1.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
convertion  of  property^  it  is  competent 
to  show  on  cross-examination  of  plain- 
tifT  the  price  actually  paid,  etc.  (Wellt 
agt  Keltey,  37  H.  t.  5.,  143.) 

2.  Where  the  plaintiff  had,  in  a  former 
action,  recovered  damages  ot  the  de- 
fendant for  injuries  to  his  land  caused 
by  fiooding  the  same,  the  same  causes 
continuing,  and  the  same  damages  ac- 
cruing to  plaintiff  as  a  result ;  in  a  sub- 
sequent action  to  recover  for  subsequent 
damages,  the  defendant  will  be  estop- 
ped from  denying  damages  as  a  result 
from  the  continuing  cause  of  such  dam- 

B.     iPlaU  agt  If.  Y.  C.  B.  B.  Cb., 
IT.  r.  J2.  472.) 

3.  As  a  matter  of  law,  a  former  recovery 
for  injuries  sustained  by  die  plaintiff, 
from  the  same  cause,  establisned  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  dam- 
ages  subseouently  sustained  from  same 
cause,    {id.) 


age. 


DEATH  BY  WRONGFUL  ACT. 
I.  An   action  for  damages,   under  the 


NEW  TOBK  PB^OnOE  BEPOBT8. 


549 


Digest 


BtHtntes  of  1847  and  1849,  by  the  per- 
sonal repreaentative  of  a  deceased  per- 
son whose  death  was  caused  by  the 
wrongfnl  act  or  defanlt  of  the  defend- 
ant, is  sustainable,  if  at  all,  on  the  same 
principle  as  if  the  deceased  had  sni^ 
vived  the  injury  and  was  himself  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  record.  ( Tfamer  agt. 
The  JSrie  Baiboay  Co,,  49  Barb.  558.) 

2.  It  is  not  negligence,  in  law,  for  a  pas- 
sen^er  to  follow  the  direction  given  by 
a  servant  of  a  railroad  company,  and  to 
pass  from  one  car  to  another,  while  the 
same  are  in  motion,  for  the  purpose  of 
finding  a  eeat.  Whether  in  such  case 
it  was  neffliKence,  is  a  question  for  the 
jury.  (ifci»<yre  agt.  X  Y,  C.  B.  B. 
Co,,  37  N.  Y.  B.  287.) 

3.  As  to  pecuniary  injuries  sustained  by 
the  next  of  kin  in  case  of  death  by  oeff- 
ligence,  the  statute  has  set  no  bounds 
to  the  sources  thereof;  and  they  may 
be  such  as  arise  from  the  loss  of  per- 
sonal care,  inT«llectnal  culture  or  moral 
training,  which  would  have  been  re 
ceived  bad  the  deceased  lived.    (Id.) 

4.  The  question,  "  what  did  the  deceased 
usually  earn?**  is  proper,  as  being  an 
inquiry  of  importance  in  forming[  an 
esumate  of  tne  pecuuiarv  loss  sustained 
by  the  next  of  kin.    (/a.) 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

1.  The  proper  charges  and  expenses  of 
converting  a  security  into  money,  are 
first  to  be  deducted  from  the  gross  pro- 
ceeds ;  and  it  is  the  balance,  oiuy,  which 
is  applicable  to  the  discharge  of  the 
debts.  {Sheldon  agt  Baveretj  49  Barb. 
203.) 

2.  This  is  especially  so,  when  the  creditor 
is  also  the  factor  of  the  goods ;  he  hav- 
ing a  lien  for  all  those  char^res,  which 
omnot  be  divested  without  his  consent. 
The  factor  is  accountable  only  for  the 
balance,  after  deducting  his  charges 
and  expenses.    {Id,) 

3.  A  failing  debtor  has  no  right  to  inter- 
pose a  legal  title  between  his  property 
and  bis  debts,  to  compel  his  creditors  to 
take  notes,  drawn  on  time,  in  payment 
of  those  debts.  {DowfUng  agt.  KelUy, 
49  Barb,  547.) 

4.  Where  a  debtor  sold  his  stock  of  goods 
to  his  son  and  a  clerk,  taking  their 
notes,  without  security,  for  the  consid- 
eration, payable  respecUvelv  at  differ- 
jent  limes,  from  three  montns  to  three 
vears  from  date,  with  the  view  of  plac- 
ing his  property  in  a  situation  that  his 
creditors  could  not  take  it  under  legal 
process ;  and  to  compel  such  creditors 


to  take  those  notes  in  payment  of  his 
debts :  Held,  that  this  was  a  legal  hind- 
eriuK  and  delaying  of  creditors,  which 
rendered  the  transfer  in  jngdment  of 
law  void.    {Id.) 


DEED. 

1.  Where  a  grantor,  in  executing  a  deed 
of  land,  excepts  and  reserves  "all  the 
pine  and  hemlock  timber  suitable  for 
sawing,  and  all  necessary  facilities  for 
removing  the  same,  with  the  ritfht  of 
flowing  the  lands  now  covered  by  the 
mill  pond,  while  necessair  for  manufac- 
turing the  timber  on  the  adjacent  lands," 
he  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  property 
or  reserved  rights  by  an  allegation  th^t 
a  reatotioUfU  itme  for  removal  and  man- 
ufacture has  already  elapsed,  and  there- 
fore his  rights  are  extinguished.  (Oregg 
agt  Birdsall,  ante,  345.) 

2.  If  any  time  could  be  fixed  by  the  act 
of  the  adverse  party — the  owner  of  the 
premises,  or  by  a  fudicial  tribunal  with- 
in which  the  power  of  removal  and 
manufacture  was  to  be  exercised  (which 
is  doubtful,  as  the  exception  is  absolute 
and  unlimited),  it  should  be  in  the /ufure, 
by  a  notice  given  to  the  grantor  to  ex- 
ercise his  power  of  removal  within 
some  time  to  be  named,  so  as  to  enable 
him  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  his  reserva- 
tion.   (Id,) 

3.  Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a 
lot  of  land  is  coaditioned  tnat  a  convey- 
ance is  not  to  be  given  until  the  terms 
of  tbe  contract  are  performed,  by  the 
payment  of  the  whole  purchase  money, 
$500,  in  yearly  payments,  and  at  the 
expiration  of  the  time  for  the  payment 
of  the  whole  there  remains  a  balance 
due  and  unpaid  of  $200,  and  the  vendor 
thereupon  declares  the  contract  void, 
and  proceeds  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
and  gets  possession  of  the  premises,  the 
vendee  and  those  under  whom  Le 
claims,  never  baviug  paid  or  tendered 
(be  amonnt  due  upon  trie  contract,  have 
no  claim  legally  or  equitablv  to  the 
title  of  the  premises.  (Ooodwin  agt 
Nelin,  ante,  402). 

4.  The  legal  presumption  is  that  a  con- 
veyance in  fee  carries  with  it  whatever 
is,  at  the  time,  attached  to  the  soil  of 
the  premises,  and  therefore  that  the 
grantee  is  the  owner  of  the  buildings 
on  the  land  conveyed.  This  presump- 
tion, however,  may  be  repelled  br  evu 
dence.    (MetfO-  agt  BetZj  ^  BobL  172.) 

5.  If  a  deed  complies  in  all  respects  with 
a  written  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties, the  grantee  cannot  set  up  a  mis- 

I     tflJce,  in  such  a  deed,  in  omitting  to  in- 
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eltide  a  atrip  of  land  therein,  u  a  de- 
fisnee  to  an  action  to  recover  snch  eirip, 
unleM  he  alleges  and  ihowt  that  the 
written  agreement  waa  the  reenlt  of  a 
miatake,  alio.  {Ckrittiahton  agt  Lin^ 
Jord,  3  BobL  215.) 

6.  Upon  an  agreement  to  aell  and  oonvey 
a  certain  pieoe  of  land,  "  to  be  oecnpied 
for  a  Jewiah  aynagogne/'  the  mnteea 
are  nol  obliged  to  aeoept  a  deed  which 
bioda  them,  lij  a  oovenant  running  with 
the  land,  to  occupy  the  premiaea  for  a 
magogoe  ezcloaiTel  j,  ao  aa  to  render 
tnemaerTea  liable  in  an  action  for  dam- 
agea,  in  caae  aneh  eoTenant  ahoold  be 
broken,  bat  are  entitled  to  a  di^  in 
which  the'proriaion  touching  anch  nae 
kA  the  premiaea  ia  incorporated  aa  a 
eomdition  merelr.  {Tkt  Congrtgation 
ahaaar  Htukmom,  agt  HaUiday,  TSBobL 
386.) 

7.  The  drawing  of  a  deed  containing  a 
eoTcnant^  inatead  of  a  mere  declaration 
or  condition,  bj  the  granteea,  and  their 
leqoeet  to  the  grantor  to  execute  it.  ia 
not  a  wahrer  of  their  righta,  nor  will  it 
estop  them  fktNn  demanding  aneh  a 
eonTeyance  aa  waa  called  for  by  the 
contract,  npon  hia  rafnaal  to  ezeevte 
the  deed  tendered.    (Id,) 

8l  M.  and  W.  were  the  owners  of  adjoin- 
ing farma,  that  of  M.  lying  between  the 
fiirm  of  W.  and  the  public  higway.  M. 
eonTcyed  to  W.  a  atrip  of  land  twenty- 
fonr  feet  wide,  and  extending  from  the 
land  of  W.  to  the  highway,  b^  deed 
containing  the  foUowmg  proTiaiona: 
"The  aaid  narty  of  the  flrat  jpart,  for 
and  in  eonaiaeration  of  one  dollar  *  ^ 
and  for  the  fiiithftil  performance  of  cer- 
tain thinss  hereinafter  mentioned  to  be 
done  ana  performed  by  the  party  of  the 
aeeond  part,  hia  heira  and  aaaigna,  haa 
granted,  aliened,  remiaed,  releaaed  and 
confirmed,  and  oytheae  preaenta  doth 
grant.  &&,  onto  the  aaid  party  of  the 
aeeond  part,  and  to  hia  heirs  and  aa- 
aigna, all  that  certain  atrip  of  land  here- 
ituifter  mentioned,   of  the  width   of 

twenty-foor  feet,  for  a  prwaU  road." 
•  •  •  i*ip|,Q  gg^^  p^^  Qf  iiie  second 

part  binda  himself,  hia  heirs  and  aa- 
aigna, to  and  with  toe  party  of  the  first 
part,  hia  heira  and  aaaigna,  that  they 
may  kavt  free  and  fiUl  permU  to  travel 
the  taid  road."  The  deed  contained  the 
usual  covenant  of  warranty,  ffetd^ 
that  the  deed  conveyed  the  atrip  of 
land  in  fee ;  the  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  grantee,  secnring  to  the  jymntor 
the  right  to  travel  upon  the  aaid  road, 
being  cQoaiatent  with  the  aaaumption 
that  \b,e  grantee  waa  to  and  dia  be- 
come the  owner  of  the  land,  reserving 
to  Uie   grantor  merely  the  right  to 


travel  thereon. 
49  Barb.  86.) 


{XUmtr  agU  IFifom, 


9.  Where  the  grantor  in  a  deed  banda  the 
aame  to  anouer  with  instmctiona  \o  de- 
liver it,  aa  hip  a^nt,  preaently  to  the 
grantee,  the  delivery  not  depending 
npon  any  condition,  aa  between  the 
partiea  to  the  deed,  the  title  paasea  at 
the  time  of  the  deliveiy  to  the  atte 
{JBnul  agt  Seed,  49  Baib.  367.) 

10.  Where  the  hoaband,  on  ezecnthig  a 
deed  of  aeparation  to  his  wife,  by  the 
aame  inatramenta  ffivea  peraonal  pro- 
perty to  one  to  hold  In  tniat  for  the  use 
ot  the  wife,  and  the  poaaeaeion  is  there* 
opon  transferred  to  the  tmstee,  the 
gift  is  valid,  although  there  be  no  con- 
sideration passing  between  the  donor 
and  tmstee.  (OnJCa  agt.  BatUtty  37  IT. 
r.  J2.  621.) 

11.  It  seem*,  that  a  deed  or  agreement  of 
separation,  between  husband  and  wife, 
will  not  be  enforced,  unless  there  is  a 
oonnderation  to  sopport  ii.    {Id.) 


DEFEN8E& 

1.  The  giving  of  a  new  note  by  one  of 
two  joint  uid  several  makera,  intended 
as  a  provision  for  Uie  former  note,  not 
agreed  to  be  taken  in  payment  and  not 
in  fact  paid,  oonstitntes  no  defense  to 
an  action  opon  the  original  note.  {BeUeB 
agt  Bosekrant,  37  IT.r.  B.  409.) 

2.  The  statement  in  the  answer,  as  "a 
farther  defense^"  that  the  note  in  the 
complaint  described  aroae  out  of  part- 
neraDip  transactions^  of  which  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Bin^am  were  SBern- 
ben,  and  was  given  for  the  benefit  of 
tiie  partnership,  and  Bingham  after> 
ward  transferred  all  his  interest  in  the 
partnenhip  property  to  the  plainiift, 
who  was  then  tne  bolder  of  the  note, 
and,  in  consideration  thereof,  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  with  Bingham  to  pay  his 
share  of  the  debts  of  the  partnenhip, 
and  any  balance  due  from  him  to  the 
partnership,  and  to  cancel  the  note: 
that  Bingoam's  share  of  the  debts 
amonntea  to  more  than  the  note ; 
that  Bingham  owed  the  partnership  a 
balance  greater  than  the  amount  of  the 
note;  and  the  plaiutifT  has  received  and 
holds,  mider  tlie  assignment,  property 
of  more  value  than  the  amount  ck  the 
note,  and  that  he  has  not  paid  any  part 
of  the  partnership  debts,  and  refuses  to 
apply  tne  partnership  proper^  to  the 
payment  of  the  debts,  is  an  answer, 
and  not  a  technical  counterdaim.  [Id.) 

3.  A  valid  agreement  between  the  holder 
and  maker  of  a  note,  extending  the 
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maker's  time  for  Daymenti  and  made 
withoat  oonaent  oi  the  indoner,  dis- 
cbaivee  him.  lArUgant^  Bank  agt. 
Bai&s,  3  Abb.  Jf.  3.  273.) 

4.  Bat  Boch  agreement  is  matter  of  de' 
fense  which  most  be  affirm&tivelj 
proved  by  the  indoner.  If,  upon  the 
evidence,  it  is  left  doubtful  whether 
SQch  an  agreement  was  in  fact  made, 
the  jury  are  warranted  m  rejecting  the 
defuise.    {Id,) 


DEPOBlTIONa 

L  On  an  application  for  an  order  appoint- 
ing a  referee  to  take  an  affidavit  or  de- 
jpontion  of  a  person  who  refuses  to 
make  the  same,  to  be  nsed  on  a  motion 
{Codtf  J  '101,  tub.  7),  no  notice  is  required 
to  be  given  to  the  advene  party  to  the 
action  of  such  ^>plication;  and  such 
party  has  not  the  right  to  appear  before 
■the  referee  to  orose-examine  the  person 
making  the  deposition.  {Mlrie  BaUway 
Co.  agt.  ChamplaWf  anUj  73.) 

3.  Neither  can  the  adverse  party  make  a 
motion  to  set  aside  or  vacate  the  order 
made  on  such  application ;  the  person 
whose  deposition  is  desired  is  the  only 
one  who  can  make  saoh  a  motion.  {Id,) 

3.  Where  a  person  whose  affidaivit  or  cJs- 
position,  is  reqnired  to  be  used  on  a  mo- 
tion {CodA,  $  401,  fuh.  7)  appears  before 
the  referee  appointed  for  ihe  pnrpose 
of  taking  such  deposition,  and  is  par- 
tially examined  without  objection,  it  is 
then  too  late  for  him  to  move  to  vacate 

'  the  order  appointing  the  referee,  on  the 
groand  that  ne  had  not  reftised  to  make 
his  deposition.  ( Eru  BaUtoay  Co.  agt. 
Champlauif  antg,  74.) 

<1  History  and  objects  of  the  statute  au- 
thorising the  compulsory  examination 
of  a  witness  whose  testimony  is  re- 
quired for  the  purposes  of  a  motion, 
stated.  (Brooki  agt.  Schultz,  3  Abb.  N. 
8. 124.) 

5.  Where  the  deposition  of  a  witness  is 
taken  under  an  order  pursuant  to  the 
statute,  for  his  examination  before  a 
referee,  the  adverse  party  is  entitled  to 
notice  of  the  examination,  and  may  at- 
tend and  cross-examine.    {Id.) 

C  It  is  not  irregular  for  a  referee  to 
whom  it  is  referred  to  take  the  testi- 
mony of  a  witness,  to  put  questions  in 
the  course  of  the  examination ;  no  un- 
fairness or  intent  to  favor  either  party 
at  the  expense  of  the  other  being 
abowA.    {Id.) 


DISCOVERY  OF   BOOKS  AND 
PAPERS. 

1.  To  obtain  a  discovery  of  books  and  pa- 
pers, parties  cannot  substitate  their  own 
judgment,  on  vague  information,  the 
nature  and  source  of  which  they  do  not 
disclose,  for  that  of  the  court.  Enough 
musl  be  shown  to  enable  the  court  to 
decide  that  the  discovery  is  necessary. 
{Kaupe  agt  Itdelly  3  BobU  699.) 

2.  Where  the  necessity  of  an  e^umination 
is  alleged  to  be  tliat  such  books  will 
show  mat  the  defendants  are  partners; 
that  they  contain  entries  of  moneys  re- 
ceived and  paid  by  one  of  the  deifend- 
ants,  and  a  statement  of  his  account; 
but  the  affidavits  do  not  allep;e  the 
character  of  a  single  entry  which  the 
oourt  can  determine  to  be  material,  a 
motion  for  a  discovery  will  be  denied. 

(ia.) 

DISCBSTION. 

1.  It  is  a  settled  principle  of  law  that 
where  a  discretion  has  been  conferred 
by  statute,  its  exercise  cannot  be  re- 
viewed, and  is  not  subject  to  anv  appel- 
late tribunal.  {Matter  of  th$  MxUnnon 
of  Church  ttrmt,  49  Barh.  455,) 

DISMISSAL  OF  COMPLAINT. 

I.  Where  a  complaint  in  an  action  la  (2u- 
misaed  before  the  issues  have  been  tried 
or  a  verdict  of  the  jury  given,  the  judg- 
ment of  dismissal  is  no  bar  to  a  sub- 
sequent action  for  the  same  cause. 
(  Wheeler  agt.  Buckma»^  antey  350.) 

%.  And  where  a  complaint  it  dttmittadfbr 
want  of  proper  partietf  the  judgment 
thereon  not  l>eing  on  the  merits,  is  no 
bar  to  a  subsequent  action  for  the  same 
cause.    {Id.) 

3.  In  ordinary  actions  for  damages  for 
nej^ligence,  the  question  whether  the 
plainuff  was  firee  from  negligence  is  a 
question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury,  under  appropriate  instructions, 
and  subject  to  uie  revisory  power  of 
the  courts.  It  is  only  where  the  proof 
of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  clear  and  decisive  that  the  court 
is  authorized  to  grant  a  nonsuit,  lllmtt 
agt  Budton  Biver  Bailtoad  Co.  3  Abb. 
N.  8.  82.) 

4.  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  com- 
panv  for  damages  sustained  by  collision 
witn  a  vehicle  at  a  railroad  crossing,  it 
appeared  that  on  the  occasion  of  the  ac- 
cioent  the  signals  usually  given  by  the 
company's  agents  of  the  apurssch  of  a 
train  were  omitted,  and  ^t  ^t|>e  Ut,^ 
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jared  person  approached  and  attempted 
to  cross  the  track,  withoat  kuowledtfe 
that  a  train  was  approaching^.  JleM^ 
that  it  was  error  to  nonsuit  the  plain- 
tiff. The  question  whether  the  omis- 
aion  of  the  signals  was  not  negligence, 
and  whether  the  plaintiff  took  reasona- 
ble precautions  under  the  circumstances, 
ongnt  to  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.    {Id.) 

&  In  determining  the  propriety  of  a.non- 
snit,  the  appellate  court  should  assume 
the  truth  of  the  facts  which  the  testi- 
mony offered  on  behalt  of  the  plaintiff 
legitimately  cojduces  to  prove,  not- 
withstanding their  truth  is  controverted 
by  the  defendant's  witnesses.    (Id.) 

6.  In  an  action  by  an  administrator  to  re- 
cover damages  for  causing  the  death 
of  his  intestate,  if  it  appears  from  the 
plaintiff's  evidenoe  that  the  negligence 
or  wrongful  act  of  the  deceasea  con- 
tnbuted  to  cause  his  death,  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  l^ave  the  complaint 
dismisfied.  (P(«*  BocKEg,  t/!)  {Curran 
agt.  Warren  Chemical  and  Manufactur- 
ing Co.  3  Ahb.  N.  S.  240.) 

7.  If  no  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  a 
Terdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  is  given, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  take  the 
case  from  the  jury  and  to  dismiss  tlie 
complaint.  {Meyer  agt.  BetZf  3  Hobt 
172.) 

8.  Although  an  admission  made  by  the 
plaintiff's  counsel,  in  his  opening, 
which  is  fatal  to  his  case,  may  entitle 
the  defendant  to  a  indgment  dismissing 
the  complaint,  yet  a  motion  for  dismis- 
sal will  not  be  granted  merely  on  the 
ground  that  the  counsel  has  not  stated, 
in  his  opening,  sufficient  facta  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action.  {Stewart  agt 
Hamilton,  3  BchL  672.) 

9.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  complaint  for 
nou-conformitv  with  the  sumn^ous  can- 
not be  made  before  the  summons  has 
been  served.  {Freemen  agt.  Young,  3 
Bobt.  666.) 


has  been  docketed  in  the  New  York 
common  pleas,  may  be  issued  by  the  at- 
torney of  the  judgment  creditor.  It  is 
not  required  to  be  issued  by  the  clerk. 
{Bruth  agt.  Lee.  3  Abb,  N.  S.  2^04.} 


DISTRICT  COUBTS  N.  T. 

1.  Where  an  act  is  passed  by  the  legisla- 
ture, after  the  execution  by  a  constable 
in  the  city  of  New  York  and  his  sure- 
ties of  an  official  bond,  which  enlarges 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts  in 
said  city  and  imposes  new  duties  upon 
the  constJibles,  neither  the  sureties  nor 
the  bond  are  affected  by  such  act 
{Mayor,  itc.  of  New  York  agt  Ryan. 
ante,  408.) 

2.  Execution  upon  a  judgment  of  a  district 
court  of  the  city  of  New  York,  which 


DIVOECE. 

1.  An  action  for  divorce  by  a  husband 
against  his  wife,  on  the  ground  that  the 
wife  and  her  former  husband  obtained 
a  decree  of  divorce  by  colltuion  and 
fraud,  in  another  state  from  that  of  their 
domicil,  and  against  the  laws  of  the  lat- 
ter state,  and  tnat  the  plaintiff  married 
the  defendant  on  the  faith  of  the  repre- 
sentations that  she  had  procured  a  valid 
divorce  from  her  former  husband,  can- 
not be  maintained.  {Kinaier  agt  J^ia- 
nier,  ante,  66.  J 

2.  If  the  parties  to  the  divorce  suit  ool- 
Inded  together,  and  by  sach  coJlosiun 
fraudulentlv  obtained  the  decree  of  di- 
Torce,  neitoer  of  Uiem  could  poesibly 
avoid  that  decree ;  it  is  binding  upon 
both.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  both  parties  unite  to  practice  a 
fraud,  neither  can  be  beard  to  seek  re- 
lief against  it ;  and  as  the  plaintiff  can- 
not he  prejudiced  if  his  marriage  were 
lawful,  ne,  a  stranger,  has  no  iniereet  in 
the  matter  which  would  authorize  him 
to  impeach  the  judgment  for  fraud. 
{Id,) 

A.  This  was  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce, 
which  has  been  pending  for  some 
months.  The  plaintiff  now  moved,  up- 
on voluminous  papers,  for  leave  to  liie 
a  supplemental  complaint  alleging 
adultery,  and  praying  an  absolute  di- 
vorce. {Bofinan  agt.  Bojmttn,  antgj 
Xm.) 

5.  The  court  denied  the  motion,  on  the 
^fround  that  the  causes  of  action  were 
incompatible,  and  that  the  complaint* 
if  allowed,  would  be  demurrable.  {Id,) 

6.  In  an  action  for  a  divorce,  an  order 
will  not  be  granted  referring  the  action 
to  a  referee  "  to  ^  and  determine  the 
issues  therein/'  though  the  attoraeya 
for  the  respective  parties  sign  a  stipu- 
lation consenting  to  such  order.  {^Sim- 
mon*  agt.  Simmone,  3  BobL  642.) 

7.  The  court  ought  not,  in  any  case,  to 
neglect  its  obligation  as  the  guardian 
of  the  rights  of  married  women,  so  £iir 
as  to  delegate  the  power  to  hear  and 
determine  the  issues,  upon  a  careAil 
consideration  of  the  evidence,  to  others. 
{Id.) 

8.  To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  alimony  and 
counsel  fees,  in  an  action  for  a  divoroe 
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for  cmel  and  inboman  treatment,  she 
must  make  it  appear  that  she  has  been 
injured,  and  present  a  meritorioas 
cause  of  action.  (Solomon  agt  Solomon^ 
3  BobU  669.) 

9.  A  single  instance  of  craelty  is  not  suf- 
ficient cause  to  authorize  the  coun  to 
interfere,  although  vague  charges  of 
cruel  treatment  are  also  made  against 
the  husband.  The  parties  to  a  marriage 
contract  should  bear  long  and  patiently 
with  each  other ;  they  should  exercise 
the  most  forgiving  spirit,  and  seek  by 
all  possible  means  to  reconcile  their 
differences^  before  resorting  either  to 
the  protection  or  the  power  of  the  law 
to  redress  their  wrongs.  They  should 
become  fully  satisfied  that  there  is  no 
lonffer  any  possibility  that  the  duties 
of  tneir  married  lite  can  be  discharged. 
(Id.) 

10.  The  court  has  full  ^wer  to  grant 
leave  to  the  defendant,  m  an  action  for 
a  divorce,  to  amend  a  former  or  file  a 
supplemental  answer  alle^ng  adultery 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff^  when  dis- 
eoverea  after  the  issues  were  joined. 
[Strong  agt.  Str<mg,  3  Boht.  669.) 

11.  Although  amendiLents  may  be  refused 
in  other  cases,  in  consequence  of  laches, 

J  ret,  in  actions  for  divorce,  the  privi- 
ege  of  amending  so  as  to  set  up  a  valid 
defense  is  not  only  allowable  at  any 
time  before  trial,  but  the  court  should 
encourage  setting  up  any  valid  defense, 
the  knowledge  of  which  ia  brought 
jadicially  to  it.    [Id.) 

12.  Upon  a  motion  to  amend,  in  such  an 
action,  the  duty  of  the  court  is  simply 
to  ascertain  whether  the  defendant  nas 
a  reasonable  prospect  of  establishing 
the  recriminatory  charge.  If  it  thinks 
she  has,  this  alone  wul  give  her  the 
right  to  amend.    {Id,) 

13.  Gfood  cause  for  panting  alimony  in 
an  action  for  a  limited  divorce  must  be 
shown.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  course. 
{BovhoH  agt  BoibboUf  3  Bobt  715.) 

14.  Here  allegations  of  abandonment, 
generally,  and  of  a  neglect  or  refusal 
to  support,  are  not  sufficient  to  warrant 
a  exant  of  alimony,  where  they  are 
denied.  The  applicant  is  bound  to  set 
forth  the  facts  and  circumstances 
which  constitute  the  snpposed  abandon- 
ment, in  order  to  enaole  the  court  to 
decide  whether  it  ever  occurred.    {Id.) 

15.  A  wife  who,  without  any  assigned 
cause,  onits  the  home  provided  for  her 
by  her  nnsband,  and  goes  to  live  else- 
where, without  offering^  to  return  or  to 
live  with  him,  has  no*  right  to  alimony. 
{Id.) 


16.  Everytbinir  should  be  excluded  from 
issues  to  be  tried,  in  an  action  for  a  di- 
vorce, except  what  will  al!ect  the  de- 
cision. Both  parties  are  bound  to  point 
out  the  particular  circumstances  in- 
tended to  ue  established,  with  reasona- 
ble precision  as  to  time  and  place,  as 
well  as  person.  Therefore  an  issue, 
whether  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
adultery  at  any  time,  generally,  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  with 
a  person  mentioned  in  the  defendant's 
answer,  should  not  be  included  among 
those  to  be  tried,  where  there  is  no  refers 
ence  in  the  allegation  in  the  answer  of 
the  commission  of  such  adulterv  to 
either  time  or  locality  by  whicn  to 
identify  the  ofiense  charged.  {Strong 
agt  Strongy  3  Bobt  719.) 

17.  That  is  not  one  of  "  the  facts  contest- 
ed bv  the  pleadings"  in  the  action, 
whicn  the  statute  authorizes  to  be  trii^d 
as  an  issue.    {Id.) 


DOQS. 

1.  Although  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove 
that  the  owner  of  a  dog  had  notice  that 
his  dog  was  vicious,  to  render  him  lia- 
ble for  the  'oalvt*  of  any  sheep  or  lamb 
hilUd  or  wouTided  by  snch  dog,  the  rule 
is  different  in  respect  to  any  other  injury 
snch  dog  may  have  done  to  the  sneep 
or  lambs  of  another.  {Otincup  agt 
HicliolM,  49  Barb.  145.) 

2.  To  entitle  the  owner  of  sheep  or  lambfl 
to  recover  of  the  owner  of  a  dog  for  any 
damage  done  by  such  dog  to  such  sheep 
or  lainos^  aside  from  killinc:  or  wounding 
them,  it  is  necessary  for  tne  plaintiff  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  haa  notice,  or 
Knowledge,  of  the  vicious  propensity 
of  his  dog.    {Id.) 

3.  The  owner  of  a  dog  is  liable  for  the  full 
value  of  each  sheep  or  lamb  vounded 
by  his  dog.  To  entitle  the  owner  of 
the  sheep  or  lambs  to  recover  their 
value,  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to 
show  that  they  died  of  their  wounds. 
{Id.) 

DRAFT. 

1.  Where  the  discount  of  a  draft  is  at  a 
rate  of  interest  allowed  by  law,  it  is  not 
rendered  usurious  by  any  legitimate 
use  which  may  afterwerd  be  made  of 
the  paper,  nor  by  an  acknowledged 
purpose  oi  the  bank  made  made  at  the 
time,  of  applying  the  paper  to  such 
future  use.  {Farmeri  and  Meckaniet 
Bank  agt  ParkeTf  37  N.  Y.  B.14&.) 

%  The  lender  ia  entitled  to  retain  the  di» 
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ooaBtsd  Mowity  in  his  own  hands,  or 
be  mAT  make  any  lawfiil  disposition  of 
U  which  will  tend  to  his  advantage. 
{Id,) 

3.  If  a  bank  in  Ohio,  disconnting  paper, 
can,  by  sabmitting  to  a  re-diseooAt  in 
this  state,  snpply  itbelf  at  onoe  with 
current  fands  m  New  York,  at  an  ex- 
pense equivalent  to  the  mere  costs  of 
collevling  the  draft  at  matnrity,  snch 
re-discoant  secured  a  legitimate  benefit 
to  the  lender,  withoat  prejudice  to  the 
borrower.    (/<!./ 

4.  The  usury  statute  of  Ohio  is  applicable 
only  to  banking  corporations,  and 
merely  declares  a  forfeiture  of  the  debt 
between  the  lender  and  borxower, 
without  annulling  the  contract.    {Id. ) 

A.  In  respect  to  purohasers  of  commercial 

Stper,  in  good  (kith,  under  the  laws  of 
luo.  it  is  no  defense,  that  the  transac- 
tion between  the  original  parties  was 
usurious.    {Id.) 

EASEMENT. 

1.  A  person  cannot  have  an  eatement  over 
his  own  land.  {Wheeler  agt  OUsey^ 
ante,  139.) 

%  Where  a  person  owning  a  large  plot 
of  ground  in  the  city  or  New  Tork, 
makes  a  way  over  it  from  his  dwelling 
to  oommunioate  with  the  open  thorough- 
fares of  the  city,  and  uses  such  way 
over  his  own  ground  for  a  period  of 
thirty  years,  and  the  plot  is  afterwards 
8ttb(uvided  into  and  sold  as  city  lots,  a 
purchaser  of  a  lot  at  such  sale  with  the 
awellitig  tkerfm,  cannot  claim  by  nre- 
ecription  a  ri^ht  of  passage  over  tlie  lots, 
part  of  such  plot,  purchased  by  others 
at  such  sale,  on  account  of  the  original 
owner's  use  of  the  road  in  question. 
{Id.) 

3L  a  purchaser  at  such  sale  of  an  inner 
lot,  with  the  dwelling  thereon,  may 
claim  a  riffht  of  way  by  neceesit^  over 
the  lots  which  lie  betwedh  him  and  the 

.  epeti  streets  of  the  city,  and  for  snch  pur- 
pose may  pass  over  the  road  nsea  by 
the  owner  of  the  plot  before  the  same 
was  divided  into  city  lots.    {Id.) 

4*  The  neceatiibf  out  of  which  a  right  of 
way  arises  is  strict,  and  should  con- 
tinue only  as  long  as  the  necessity  ex- 
ists.   {Id.) 

A.  Where  an  etuemeni  is  annexed  to  a 
private  estate,  the  dne  enjoyment  will 
De  protected  by  injunction.    {Id.) 

6.  Section  7  of  article  1  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  state  of  New  Tork  of  1&16, 
does  not  apply  to  the  case  where  a 


right 
{Id.) 


of   way  arises    by  necessity. 


7.  Where  a  person  is  restrained  by  an 
order  cf  injunction  from  performing  an 
act  on  hit  ovn  land^  and  stands  by  and 
suffers  another  to  perform  the  act  which 
he  could  prevent,  ne  if  guiltv  of  a  violar 
tion  of  the  injunction,    (/a.) 

8.  A.  being  the  owner  of  a  nail  laetoij, 
together  with  the  easement,  or  right, 
to  carry  the  waters  of  a  creek  across  a 
certain  parcel  of  land  thereto,  the  de- 
fendant, for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
its  railroad,  acquired  by  pnrehaae,  a 
portion  of  the  land  subject  to  snch  easis- 
ment.  The  road  being  oonstmoted  in 
such  a  manner,  and  upon  such  a  grade, 
that  the  water  could  no  longer  be  con- 
veyed to  the  factory  across  the  land  in 
a  straight  trunk,  Uie  defendant  took 
down  the  original  raceway,  and  carried 
the  water  under  the  railroad  track,  in  a 
new  trunk  built  for  that  purpose.  A. 
accepted  the  new  structure  without  ob- 
jection, and  used  the  water  flowing 
through  it,  dnnng  his  life :  Held,  that 
such  acceptance  (h  the  substituted  stnie- 
tura  was  in  judgment  of  law  a  com- 
pensation for  all  damages  sustained  by 
A.  in  consequence  of  the  removal  of  tM 
original  raceway.  {Arnold  agt.  The 
ffwdton  Biver  JtoOreod  Co.,  iSBari. 
108.) 

9.  The  legislature  may  riffhCfuUy  autho- 
rise the  construction  of  railroad^  or 
other  works  of  a  public  nature,  without 
lequiring  compensation  to  be  made  to 
persons  whose  property^  has  not  actually 
oeen  taken,  or  appropriated,  for  the  use 
thereof,  but  who  may,  nevertheless, 
suffer  indirect  or  consequentiai  damages 
by  the  construction  of  such  woilcs. 
W 

10.  The  case  of  a  railroad  oompanj  ac- 
quiring its  roadway  subject  to  an  ease* 
ment  or  servitude  appurtenant  to  miU 
property,  consisting  of  the  right  to 


ry  water  across  the  land  of  another,  to 
tne  mill,  is  within  the  above  prindplo. 
{Id.) 

11 .  If  the  owners  suffer  an  iniurv  by  hav- 
ing the  easement  impaired,  this  is  an 
injury  which  the  property  sullere  in 
consequence  of  the  constructicm  of  a 
public  work,  under  legal  authority,  and 
not  of  the  taking  of  the  property.  {Id.) 

152.  Such  a  loss  is  to  be  regarded  as  dam- 
nasi  €J>sque  in.j%riay  except  in  cases 
where,  by  statute,  compensation  is  re- 
quired to  be  made.    {Id.) 

13.  A  party  wall,  creating  a  commonity 
of  interest  between  adjoining  proprie- 
tors is  in  no  just  sense  to  be  oeeoied  a 
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legal  incnmbrance  npon  the  property. 
Wendridtt  agt.  StarL  37  if.  F.  M. 
106.) 

14.  A  partj  par^hasin^  a  hotel  and  prem- 
iaes  at  pnulic  anction,  withoot  oeing 
informea  that  part  of  the  walls  of  the 
hotel  adjoining  other  buildings  are 
party  walla,  cannot,  for  that  cause,  re- 
fuse u)  complete  the  purchase.    {la.) 

15.  As  between  adjoining  proprietors 
maintaining  party  walls,  their  mutual 
easement  in  wails  is  a  benefit  and  not 
a  burden  to  each  of  them.  It  is  a  val- 
uable appurtenant,  which  passes  with 
the  title  of  the  property.    (Id,) 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  A  plaintiff,  in  ejectment,  cannot  estab- 
lish his  title  to  the  premises  by  the 
mere  recitals  in  a  lease  introduced  in 
evidence  of  proceedin{|[8  in  the  late 
court  of  chancery,  by  virtue  of  which 
the  shares  or  interests  of  infants  in  the 
premises  in  ouestion  were  ordered  to 
De,  and  were,  leased  for  a  term  of  years. 
The  proceedings  themselves  must  be 
proved.    {Platl  agi  Picioti,  3  JRobt  €1.) 

ELEcmoura 

1.  A  sale  in  foreclosure  is  not  void  be- 
.  caase  it  was  made  on  election  day. 

{King  Rg^  Plait,  anUfTS.) 

2.  Where  a  summons  in  an  aetion  in  a 
justice's  court  is  returnable  on  the  day 
of  a  general  election,  vad  there  is  no 
appeu«nce,  the  justice  ae<}irirds  no 
jurisdiction,  not  even  to  adjonm  the 
proceedings  to  another  day.  ( Piaople  ex 
rel.  Monday  aat  SehwariB,  3  Abb.  If.  S. 
395.) 

8.  A  judgment  entered  on  such  adjourned 
day  may  be  reversed  on  certiorari.  {Id.) 


EMBEZZLEHEin'. 

1.  Where  money  has  been  embezzled,  an 
action  for  dama^ges  to  recover  the 
amount  embezzled  may  be  maintained, 
without  proving  the  specific  property 
taken  ana  converted.  {Gordon  tacL  ffoi- 
UUer,  37  JST.  T.  B.  99.) 

3.  When  the  amount  of  and  title  to  the 
money  are  established  by  the  admission 
of  the  defendant,  there  is  no  ooeasion  to 
enter  into  particulars  by  evidence  show- 
ing what  part  was  in  coin  and  what  in 
biliB.  The  admission  of  the  defendant 
■applies  every  fact  essential  to  show 
the  conversion  and  to  fix  the  meatfure 
of  damages.    {Id.) 


EQUITABLB  RELIEF. 

1.  Where  a  oontraet  or  obligation  is 
given  for  two  or  more  separate  and  in- 
derpendent  things  having  no  connection 
with  each  other,  and  one  of  those  ob- 
jects is  the  security  of  a  usurious  debt, 
although  the  contract  is  void  altogether, 
and  DO  action  at  law  or  in  equity  could 
be  maintained  thereon,  nevertheless,  if 
the  party  comes  into  a  court  of  equitv 
to  ask  that  such  contract  be  surreno- 
ered,  all  the  statutes  of  usurv  have 
done  affecting  the  comphunantV  right 
to  relief  is  to  forbid  th»t  any  paymeni 
on  account  of  such  usurious  debt  shall 
be  made  a  condition  of  relief.  ( Williamg 
agt.  I'Uzhitgh,  V  N.T.B.  444.) 

2.  When  a  mortgage  has  been  given  upon 
lands  in  Ohio,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  several  promissory  notes,  a  part  of 
which  notes  are  usurious  and  a  part  of 
which  are  honafde^  although  the  mort^ 
gaspe  is  void,  a  conrt  of  equity  will  re- 
quire the  complainant  to  do  equity  by 
paving  or  tendering  payment  of  the 
valid  notes  covered  by  the  mortgage, 
before  it  will  entertain  a  suit  to  cause 
^e  mortgage  to  be  delivered  up  to  be 
cancelled,  aa  a  cloud  upon  title,  etc 
{Id.) 

3.  Where  the  facts  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  proved  on  the  heariuff,  en- 
tide  the  pluintilf  to  equitable  relief,  and 
no  qne^on  has  been  raised  touching 
the  mode  of  trial,  a  referee  to  whom 
the  trial  may  be  referred  is  bound,  in 
obedience  to  section  275  of  the  Code,  to 
grant  the  plaintiff'  any  relief,  legal  or 
equitable,  to  which  his  allegations  and 
proof  entitle  him.  {ArmUage  agt  PuU 
wr,  37  N.  T.  B.  494.) 


ERROR. 

1.  It  is  error  for  a  single  judge  to  hold  a 
cotirt  of  oyer  and  terminer  in  a  place 
other  than  that  fixed  by  the  indges  of 
the  supreme  court  {Nortnrup  agt 
FeopUy  Zf  N.T.B.  203.) 

2.  Where  an  erroneous  charge  is  made  by 
the  judge,  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
must  be  set  aside,  unless  it  is  shown 
that  the  error  did  not  and  could  not 
have  affbcted  the  verdict  It  is  not  for 
the  defendant  to  show  how  he  was 
injured  by  it  It  is  for  the  ptaintiff 
to  show  that  no  injury  could  have 
arisen  from  the  error.  {GreeM  agt 
Whiie,  ZTN.T.B.  405.) 

3.  A  contract  waa  made  for  the  sale  of  a 
vessel  and  her  tackle  for  $3,000.  The 
price  included  the  freight  to  be  earned 
oythe  vessel  on  a  tnp  in  which  sh« 
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was  then  engaged,  dedncting  expenses. 
The  judge  erroneoasly  refased  to  chaive 
thatf  if  the  value  of  the  vessel  and  the 
net  freight  together  did  not  exceed 
$3,000,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
recover,    {id.) 

4.  The  jary  foand  for  the  plaintiff  $700. 
ffeldf  that  this  was  an  error  for  which 
the  iudgment  must  be  set  aside,  and 
that  It  coald  not  be  said  that  no  injnry 
coald  have  arisen  from  the  error.    (Id.) 


ESTOPPEL. 

1.  An  eatoppel  in  pait  may  be  urged 
against  the  de/etue  of  usury.  And  this 
estoppel  is  as  applicable  to  an  xndorter 
of  an  accommodation  promissory  note, 
who  represents  that  tne  note  is  valid 
business  naper,  as  to  the  maker  of  the 
note.    {Mason  agt  Anthony ^  ante^  477.) 

2.  The  question  of  intestacy  is  established 
by  the  adjudication  oi  a  competent 
court  having  iurisdiotion  of  the  subject 
matter  and  of  the  parties  adjudicating 
and  settling  the  same.  {Clemens  agt. 
Clemens,  37  N.  Y.  M.  59.) 

a  Under  the  act  of  1831  {eh.  200,  }  2)  the 
court  of  chancery  were  anthorizea,  on 
the  publication  of  an  order  requiring 
non-resident  defendants,  whether  mi- 
nors or  of  full  age,  to  appear  and  an- 
swer in  a  partition  suit  to  make  a  de 
cree  or  order  for  taking  the  bill  as  con- 
fessed against  all  non-resident  defend- 
ants.   {Id.) 

4.  The  act  of  1833  {eh.  337)  did  not  repeal 
the  provisions  of  this  act  of  1831.   (id.) 

5.  But  if  non-resident  minor  defendants, 
against  whom  such  decree  pro  confesso 
was  takenj  continue  to  acquiesce  in 
such  adjudication  for  more  than  six 
years  after  the  youngest  of  them  comes 
of  full  age,  they  will  be  estopped  from 
controverting  such  decree  anerward. 
{Id.) 

6.  Under  our  statute,  an  actual  partition 
sale  under  a  judgment  in  partition  is 
effectual  to  bar  uie  future  contingent 
interests  of  persons  not  ti^  esse,  although 
no  notice  is  published  to  bring  in  un- 
known parties,  and  though  such  future 
owners  may  take  as  purchasers  under 
a  deed  or  will,  and  not  as  claimants 
under  any  of  the  parties  to  the  action. 
(Id.) 

7.  A  decree  respecting  the  personal  status 
of  an  individual  is  equally  conclusive 
with  a  decision  upon  a  right  of  pro- 
perty; hence,  the  appointment  or  re- 
moval of  a  guardian  or  administrator, 


or  an  adjudication  on  a  question  of  de- 
scent or  pedigree,  is  binding  in  all  pro- 
ceedings  in  which  the  same  matter  is 
agitated.    {Id.) 

8.  A  mortgagor  cannot,  'in  such  a  case, 
avail  himself  of  a  technical  irregularity, 
in  which  he  acquiesced  at  the  time,  as 
a£[ainst  a  subsequent  vendee  in  good 
foith.  {Sopan  agt.  ffoyt,  37  iT.  r.  ^ 
900.) 

9.  Where  the  plaintiff  had,  in  a  former 
action,  recovered  damajg;es  of  the  de- 
fendant for  injuries  to  his  land,  caused 
by  flooding  the  same,  the  same  causes 
continuing,  and  the  same  damages  ac- 
cruing to  plaintiff  as  a  result;  in  a  sub- 
sequent action  to  recover  for  subse- 
quent damages,  the  defendant  will  be 
estopped  from,  denying  damages  as  a 
result  from  the  continumg  cause  of  such 
damage.  {Plate  agL  I^ew  Vorl  Ctuiral 
Bailroad  Company,  37  If.  Y.  B.  472.) 

10.  As  a  matter  of  law,  a  former  recovery 
for  injuries  sustained  by  the  plaintiff, 
from  the  same  cause,  established  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  dam- 
ages subsequently  sustained  from  the 
same  cause.    {Id.) 

11.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  the 
possession  of  a  strip  of  land,  the  answer 
set  up  as  a  defense  merely  that  the  de- 
fendant took  possession  of  Uie  strip 
with  "  the  knowledge,  privity  and  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff,"  and  not  that  the 
latter  did  any  act  to  induce  the  defend- 
ant to  take  such  possession  or  expend 
any  money  in  improving  the  nremises ; 
Beld,  that,  strictly,  the  answer  set  up 
neither  an  equitable  estoppel,  nor  any 
fiicts  to  support  it,  but  that  the  defense 
so  pleaded  was  rather  a  licenu  to  occu- 
py than  an  estoppel.  {Chrutiausou  agt. 
Linfitrd,  3  BobL  Ss.) 

12.  Although  evidence  which  would  have 
been  admissible  to  prove  such  license 
has  been  admitted,  in  such  case,  with- 
out objection,  the  plaintiff  is  not  pre- 
cluded from  availing  himself  of  the  de- 
fendant's omission  to  set  dp  an  estoppel 
in  his  answer,  as  an  objection  to  nis 
availing  himself  of  it  as  a  defense.  {M.) 

13.  A  person  encroaching  upon  the  land 
of  another  by  the  overlapping  of  a  wall, 
cannot  resist  the  claim  of  the  latter,  on 
the  mere  ground  that  the  owner  was 
silent  during  the  progress  of  the  en- 
croaching structure.    {Id.) 

11.  Standing  by  and  suffering  an  adjoin- 
ing owner  to  build  a  wall  on  one's  own 
land  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  the  title ; 
and  the  owner  is  not  estopped,  by  his 
silenoei  from  setting  up  his  title  and 
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recoveriug  the  poflseesion.  Such  a  mere 
acqaiese^nce  withont  remonstrance  is 
not  sufficient  to  create  an  estoppel. 
{Id.) 

15.  Nor  can  an  estoppel  be  created  by  the 
acts  or  the  silence  of  an  owner,  where 
a  party  encroaching  npon  his  land 
knew  of  the  owner's  title  by  the  latter 
having  actoallv  derived  it  from  the 
trespasser.    {la.) 

16.  A  party  accepting  a  transfer  of  per- 
sonal property,  expressly  snbject  to  a 
mortgage  thereon,  held  by  another,  is 
estopped  from  claiming  a  prior  lien  np- 
on the  property  by  virtne  of  a  previous 
mortgage,  not  properly  renewed.  {Jones 
ag::.  Howell,  3  Bobt.  438.) 

17.  Nor  can  he  set  up  such  prior  lien  as  a 
defense  to  an  action  hy  the  subsequent 
mortgagee',  after  having  voluntarily 
become  the  bailee  of  the  latter,  by  ac- 
cepting^ possession  of  the  property  as 
belonging  to  and  promising  to  retnm 
the  same  to  him  on  demand.    {Id.) 

18.  An  equitable  estoppel  cannot  be  cre- 
ated out  of  a  mere  executory  promise, 
which  is  in  fact  a  mere  contract,'aud 
may  be  specifically  enforced,  or  dam- 
ages recovered  for  its  uon-perifbrmance, 
but  only  out  of  a  misrepresentation  or 
concealment  of  an  existing  fad  or 
right.  {Springsteen  agt.  Powers.  3  Bobt. 
483.) 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff,  area/ estate  hroher, 
had  been  employed  oy  the  defendant  to 
sell  or  exchange  for  him  certain  real 
estate,  a  farm  and  four  lots ;  the  farm 
he  would  sell  for  $5,000,  or  would  ex- 
change the  whole  for  $13,000;  and 
agreed  to  pay  plaintiffs  commissions  at 
the  rate  of  two  and  a  naif  per  cent: 
After  a  purchaser  had  been  introdqped 
to  defendant  bv  the  plaintiff,  and  some 
considerable  aelay  at  negotiations,  at 
which  the  defendant  became  dissatis- 
fied, and  requested  the  plaintiff  to  find 
him  another  purchaser,  bat  upon  plain 
tiff's  request  negotiations  were  renew- 
ed, and  an  exchange  finally  made,  but 
the  defendant  insisted  that  the  purchaser 
should  pay  the  plaintiff's  commissions, 
which  was  agreed  to  by  the  plaintiff  in 
a  note  to  defendant,  by  the  purchaser, 
as  follows :  "  Mr.  B.  '(the  purchaser), 
has  agreed  to  assume  the  payment  of 
your  commissions  on  the  excnange  of 
property  between  you.  Therefore, 
whatever  you  do  will  be  in  considera- 
tion of  that  fact."  **  Mr.  B.  s  promise 
is  satisfactory  to  me."  (McClave  agt 
Maynardf  ante,  313.) 


2.  Held^  that  evidence  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of 
this  note,  under  the  question :  '*  At  the 
time  you  (the  purchaser)  received  the 
letter  from  McClave  (plainiifi),  what 
was  said  between  you  F  should  have 
been  received  ^  ana  it  was  error  to  ex- 
clude it,  as  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the 
amount  of  commissions  fixed  with  B., 
the  purchaser,  was  $100.  provided  the 
valuation  was  $5^000,  as  ne  represented 
it  to  be ;  when  in  fact  the  amount  of 
the  exchange  was  $13,000.    {Id.) 

3.  Any  thin^  said  by  the  plaintiff  relating 
to  tne  subject  in  controversy,  was  acU 
missible,  when  offered  by  the  defenduit. 
{Id.) 

4.  A  copy  of  a  case  used  on  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  upon  a  former  trial 
in  this  action,  allegea  to  be  in  plaintiff's 
handwriting,  offered  in  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  showiuj^  a  different  state- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  from  that  made 
on  the  present  trial,  is  not  admissible. 
( Wkeeler  agt.  Budbnany  ante,  350.) 

5.  The  case  itself  is  no-evidence  of  what 
took  place  on  the  former  trial ;  and  that 
it  was  in  the  plaintiff's  handwritmg  is 
of  no  consequence.    {Id.) 

6.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  contra- 
dict or  explain  a  receipt  of  payment  given 
by  a  party  for  goods  or  property  sold : 
Tnns,  "  received  payment  by  note,three 
months,"  and  "  received  payment  of  M. 
K.  &  Co.'s  note,  four  months."  {Biis- 
well  agt  Putneer,  ante,  447.) 

7.  Such  receipts  constitute  no  agreement 
between  the  parties  that  the  notes  men- 
tioned therein,  shall  be  taken  as  abso- 
lute payment,  and  therefore,  being 
merely  receipts,  may  be  explained  by 
parol  evidence,  by  showing  that  the 
notes  were  not  paid,  and  were  value- 
less.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  the  only  issue  formed  by  the 
pleadings,  is  the  fact  of  payment  in  the 
manner  set  up  in  the  answer,  *he  affirm- 
ative of  such  issue  is  upon  the  defendant 

(ia.)  *^ 

9.  Where  the  principal  question  litigated 
upon  the  trial  was,  whether  the  plain- 
tiiF  sold  his  horse  to  fiie  defendant  for 
$500,  or  whether  he  was  delivered  to 
the  defendant  to  be  taken  to  New  York 
by  a  third  person  and  sold  on  plaintiff's 
account,  and  the  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  was  directly  in  con- 
flict npon  the  question : 

10.  ffeldy  that  the  plaintiff  was  properly 
permitted  to  show  that,  on  toe  same 
day  that  he  claimed  to  have  sold 
the  horse  to  the  defendant,  he  went 
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to  hie  (pUintiff't)  itore,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  the  defendant,  made  an 
entry  in  his  book  of  aoooantt,  oharg- 
in^r  the  defendant  with  the  horae, 
at  tSOOj  and  that  he  twb§equeti(fy  exhib- 
ited this  entry  to  the  defendant,  who 
admitted  its  aocnracy.  (Oboybr,  J., 
diuenttM.)  ITeuutfer  algL  J^anhaU, 
oate,  47*1) 

11.  The  rajeotion  of  evideiiee  whiob,  al- 
ihooffh  in  its  natore  oompetent  to  estab- 
lish toe  tkct  proposed  to  be  proved,  is 
whoUv  irrelevant  to  the  sole  isstie  sab- 
mittea  to  the  jory,  is  not  a  groond  of 
exception.  {Murphy  agt  JMstr,  3  S^bL 

12.  Even  thoncrh  the  oonrt  wonld,  if  sit- 
ting in  the  plaoe  of  the  jory,  have  eome 
to  a  different  conclusion  from  that 
reached  by  them,  that  will  not  warrant 
an  interference  with  the  verdict,  where 
there  in  no  snch  prepondeninoe  of  evi- 
dence as  to  indaoe  tne  belief  that  the 
▼erdict  originated  in  either  passion, 
prejudice  or  a  mistake.    (Id.) 

13.  The  coort  can  never  exclude  relevant 
testimony  becanse  it  does  not  establish 
at  once  the  issae  to  which  it  relates. 
The  different  links  may  be  introdced  in 
SQCoession.    {Id.) 

14.  The  party  a^inst  whom  snch  testi- 
mony is  ititrodnced  Is  amply  protected 
aguinst  any  pr^udice,  by  his  right  to 
call  on  the  conn  to  direct  the  janr  to 
disregard  it,  for  all  pnrposes,  where 
it  is  not  prima  facte  eviaenoe  of  any 
material  issue.    {Id.) 

.15.  If  his  counsel  neglects  to  do  so,  the 
court  has  a  right  to  presume  he  doei 
not  think  the  evidence  of  sufficient  im- 
portance to  require  such  a  caution.  And 
It  is  no  sufficient  ground  of  complaint 
that  the  court,  in  such  a  case,  has  not 
volunteered  to  warn  the  jury  against 
being  miflled,  nor  a  reason  for  granting 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  an  over- 
sight   {Id,) 

16.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  re- 
fnsiug  to  deliver  bonds  alleged  to  have 
been  bought  by  the  defendant  aa  the 

,  plaintiff's  agent,  the  plaintiff,  to  prove 
the  value  of  the  bonds,  may  show  that 
they  were  paid  by  the  company  issuing 
them  in  gold.  He  may  also  prove 
what  gold  was  worth,  in  eurrency,  at 
that  time.  {J,  G.  Smith,  J,  distemied,) 
{SimpkiM  agt  Low^  49  Barb,  382.) 

17.  It  is  erroneous  to  limit  the  plaintiff^s 
recovery,  in  such  an  action,  to  nominal 
damages,  where  there  is  proof  that  the 
bonds  were  worth  par,  in  gold,  as  col- 
lateral security,  and  the  evidence  war- 
rants the  oondnsion  that  they  were 


worth 
{Id,) 


more  than  par,  in  cnirency* 


18.  Sueh  evidence  should  be  subiuitted  to 
the  jury,  and  it  should  be  left  with  them 
to  assess  the  damages,  f^e  from  restrio- 
tion.  The  legal  tender  act,  passed  by- 
congress,  is  not  to  be  construed  as  ex- 
eluding  such  evidence  from  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury.    (Id.) 

19.  It  was  not  intended  by  that  a'^  to  en- 
able an  a^eat,  after  having  recovered 
for  a  claim  gold  coin,  to  relieve  him- 
self from  liability  by  payment  in  cor- 
rency.    (Per  Ikobaham,  •/'.)    {Id,) 

20.  Where  there  are  no  actual  sales  of  an 
article,  a  witness  may  give  his  opinion 
of  the  value  of  such  aiticle.    IPtr  Ib- 

,J,)    {Id,) 


21.  In  an  action  of  trespass  ^nare  cloMmtm 
frtgity  brought  in  a  justice's  court,  the 
plaintiff's  title  to  the  premises  was  de- 
rived from  and  acquired  under  a  deed 
from  D.  and  wife,  in  which  the  grant- 
ors reserved  title  in  one-half  acre  of  the 
land,  nsed  for  a  cemetery,  with  the 
ri^ht  of  way  to  and  from  it  On  the 
trial,  the  defendant  asserted  the  right, 
under  the  exception  or  reservation  in 
snch  deed,  to  go  to  the  cemetery,  Mcross 
the  plainliff 's  land,  for  the  puipose  of 
barying  a  relative.  The  deien^t  did 
not  plcMsd  title,  and  the  plaintiff  gave  no 
eviclence  of  title,  but  simply  proved  his 
possession,  and  the  defendant's  entzy 
upon  his  ciooe,  and  the  damages  sus- 
tained. The  defeddant  then  gave  cer- 
tain deeds,  including  that  to  the  plain- 
tiff, in  evidence,  for  the  j>ur;MMie.  as 
atated  b*  his  eounsel,  of  showing  the 
extent,  limitation  and  restrictions  of 
the  plaintiff's  possession,  and  not  with 
a  view  to  show  title.  JSeld^  that  for  thia 
purpose  the  deeds  were  clearly  unavail* 
able..  {Alkamn  agt  Z>«y,  49  Sarb.  641.) 

2^  Where  money  has  been  embezzled,  an 
action  for  damages  to  recover  the 
amount  emheixled  may  b^  maintained, 
without  proving  the  speciilc  property 
taken  and  converted.  {Oordoa  agt. 
MftUUer,  37  If.  T.  H,  99.) 

23.  When  the  amount  of  and  title  to  the 
money  are  established  b^  the  admiasioa 
of  the  defendant,  there  is  no  occasion 
to  enter  into  particulars  by  evidence 
showing  what  part  was  in  coin  and 
what  in  bills.  The  admission  of  the 
defendant  supplies  every  fact  esaentlal 
to  show  the  conversion  and-  to  fix  the 
measure  of  damages.    {Id,) 

24.  Where,  in  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  oonvenion  of  property,  the 
plaintiff  attempts  to  establish  the  value 
of  the  property  oonveried  by  bis  own 
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mere  opinion,  it  is  competent  to  ehow, 
on  croa8-ezamination,tne  prioe  actnally 
pud  for  the  property  converted  on  two 
DaeiDess  sales  made  prior  to  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  action.  ( Wella  agt, 
KeUey,  37  If.  T,  B,  143.) 

SS.  For  the  pnrpoee  of  proTinff  tiiat  the 
plaintiff,  in  his  teetimonj,  has  over- 
estimated the  valne  of  the  property,  it 
is  competent  to  show  the  valae  of  otlier 
articles  indoded  in  the  same  purchase, 
as  a  test  of  the  estimated  valne  of  the 
property  converted.    {Id ) 

96.  The  siting  of  a  receipt  by  a  third 
party,  without  examination,  describing 
the  packages  shipped  as  in  good  order 
on  tneir  reshipmeut,  famishes  no  evi* 
dence  of  the  condition  of  the  goods  at 
that  time.  {Hunt  agt  Mich.  a.  and  JV. 
Ind,  B.  B.  Co.  ZIN,T.B:  162.) 

57.  Upon  the  issue  whether  goods  were 
sold  to  the  defendants  or  to  a  third  par- 
ty, it  is  competent  for  the  plaintilf  to 
prove  that  immediately  prior  to  the 
sale  he  had  been  directed  not  to  trust 
t>nch  third  partv,  because  he  was  not 
responsible,  and  he  may  prove  it  by 
the  party  giving  him  the  information. 
{BroKMr  agt  FrmmihaL  37  N,  T,  B 
166,) 

58.  Where  it  is  proved  that  the  witness 
resides  out  of  the  state,  and  that  inqui* 
ries  had  been  made  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  at  his  osual  place  of  stopping 
when  in  the  state,  aud  the  result  left  a 
reasonable  ground  to  infer  his  absence 
from  the  state,  the  deposition,  djt  fens 
SMB,  is  admissible.    {IdL) 

99.  Where  the  answer  to  a  question  is 
not  responsive,  the  question  to  be  con* 
sidered,  on  exception,  is  independent 
of  the  answer  given.    {Id. ) 

30.  Where  the  confessions  of  a'Drisoner 
are  wholly  voluntary,  it  is  no  oojection 
to  their  admissibility  as  evidence  against 
him  that  tbev  were  made  to  a  police- 
man, especiady  when  the  prisoner  was 
not,  at  tue  time,  in  his  custody.  {PifOT^lt 
agt  WenAz^  37  N,  Y.  B.  303.) 

31.  Voluntary  confessions  are  admissible 
in  evidence  against  the  party  making 
them :  and  those  are  deemed  voluntary 
which  proceed  from  the  spontaneous 
expressions  of  the  mind,  free  from  the 
influence  of  any  extraneous  disturbing 
cause.    (/(2.) 

32.  The  confession  may  be  admissible, 
though  made  in  replv  to  a  question  as- 
suming the  guilt  01  the  prisoner.   {Id,) 


or  ne^igenee  in  rsspeot  to  the  cause  of 
death,  or  vrith  liability  therefor,  To 
charge  him  with  damages,  cireumstaDca 
under  which  the  injury  occurred  must 
be  proved,  showing  some  wrongful  act 
or  omission  on  his  part  {Curran^gt, 
Whtrm  Ohemieal  and  Mawt^acfyunna 
Co.  3  Abb.  If.  8.  240.) 

34.  Upon  atrial  for  murder,  oonversationa 
had  in  the  presenoe  and  hearing  of  the 
prisoner,  at  the  time  of  the  homicide, 
and  tending  to  explain  the  prisoner's 
state  of  mind,  may  be  given  in  evidence 
as  a  part  of  'the  re»  getUB.  (MeKee  agt 
JPbopfe,  3  Abb.  IT.  S.216.) 

35.  The  rule  for  determining  what  is  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  premeditation  to  eon^ 
viet  for  murder  stated.    {Id.) 


EXCEFTlONa 

1.  Where  several  distinct  propositions  ar9 
ruled  by  a  judge,  and  a  rinffU  exeaatioh 
taken  to  them,  it  follows  that,  if  any 
one  of  the  propositions  can  be  main- 
tained, the  exception  is  not  well  taken. 
{Cwfklan  agt.  DvMmoret  ante,  416.) 

2.  On  an  appeal  from  an  order  refusing  a 
new  trial,  applied  for  upon  a  case,  as 
well  as  upon  exceptions,  if  it  appears 
that  an  expression  of  opinion  upon  a 
question  or  fioct  by  the  judge,  in  his 
cnarge  to  the  junr,  probably  misled 
them,  to  the  appelumrs  injury,  a  new 
trial  will  be  gcanted.  {Markkam  agt 
JoMdon,,  3  AU.  N.  &  286.) 

3.  When,  upon  trial  of  a  cause  at  circuit, 
and  before  a  jury,  the  court^  on  motion 
of  defendant,  when  the  plaintiff  rests, 
dismisses  the  complaint,  and  the  plain- 
tiff excepts,  it  is  competent  for  the  judge 
to  order  the  exception  to  be  heard  in 
the  first  instance  at  general  term.  [Late 
agt.  Artitan*'  Bank,  3  Abb.  If.  S.  209.) 

1.  Where,  on  an  appeal  founded  on  such 
exception,  it  clearly  appeared  that  the 
court  had  decided  the  qnestion  upon 
a  wrong  issue,  and  had  omitted  to  no- 
tice a  fact  material  to  the  plaintiff's 
case:  Held,  that  the  exception  ought 
to  be  regarded  as  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  appellate  court  in  reviewing  the  de- 
cision.   {Id.) 

5.  The  ftulnre  of  a  releree  to  find  any 
ftiots  is  not  a  ground  of  exception,  iu>- 
less  he  is  requested  to  find  them,  (j9ar^ 
f^rd  aiui  and  New  Haven,  Baxlroad  Cfo, 
afft  The  New  York  and  New  Haven 
BaUroad  Co.  3  Bobi.  411.) 

6.  When,  under  section  265  of  the  Code 


33.  There  is  no  presumption  of  law  that  the  i  w.  t*  u^u.  »»»«..  ^^^^^  ««^  w.  .»w  >,v»«, 
owner  of  premisee  uponwhich  a  death  by  the  judge  trying  the  oause,  at  the  trial, 
aoddent  occurs  is  ohanreable  with  fault      diieots  exceptions  to  be  heard  in  the 
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first  instance  at  the  ^nenl  term,  and 
tbe  jodgtoent  to  be  in  the  meantime 
8aepended,yfu4nn«A<  can  onl;^  be  given 
tbere.  Tbe  power  of  tbe  jndge  wbo 
tried  the  cause,  over  tbe  disposition  of 
the  exc«>ptions  and  judgment  is  limited 
thereby  to  the  time  of  uie  trial.  After 
that  he  has  no  more  power  to  make  an 
order  in  tbe  action,  as  to  the  hearing 
thereof  than  any  other  judge.  {Devoe 
agt  HackUiff  3  Bobt  (>79.) 

7.  Sach  a  direction  cannot  be  made  by 
oontenty  any  more  than  on  an  adverse 
application.  It  was  intended  by  such 
revision  that  the  court  should  exercise 
its  discreticin  on  the  trial  only,  when 
embraced  by  the  exceptions,  under  its 
then  sense  of  their  impNortanoe,  and  not 
on  a  subsequent  deliberate  re-examina 
tion  and  reconsideration  of  them.   {Id.) 

8.  No  judge  of  the  court  has  authority,  at 
anv  other  time  than  at  itp  trial,  by  an 
order,  to  prevent  a  cause  from  being 
arjpied  at  special  term,  which  is  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  first  arKued  there, 
and  to  send  it  to  the  general  term  for  a 
first  hearing  there.  The  general  term, 
in  such  case,  cannot  render  a  judgment, 
either  of  affirmance  or  reverMd ;  and  it 
cannot  render  an  original  judgment,  as 
no  authority  was  given  it  to  do  so,  oit 
tU  trial.    (Id,) 

EXECUTION, 

t«  It  is  not  necessary,  to  sustain  an  execu- 
tion against  the  person,  that  the  liability 
of  the  defendant  to  arrest  should  appear 
b^  the  judKment.  Arrest  is  a  provi- 
sional remedy;  and  when  the  facts 
which  authorize  it  are  extrinsic  to  the 
cause  of  action,  they  may  be  shown  by 
proof  outside  of  the  iudgment  record. 
{Lavee  agt.  Carpenter ^  3  Mb,  If.  S.  309.) 


EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 

1.  Courts  of  equity  have  jurisdicUon  to 
call  upon  executors  and  administrators 
to  account.  Such  power  was  frequently 
exercised  by  the  late  court  of  chancery, 
although  the  surrogate  had  juriediction 
over  such  procee<&ng8.  [Chrietf  agt. 
Libbiff  anUy  119.) 

2.  The  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  city 
and  county  of  New  York  has  the  same 
jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  lute  court 
of  chancery  in  actions,  when  the  de- 
fendant resides,  or  is  personally  served 
with  a  summons,  within  the  city  of 
New  York.    {Id.) 

3.  The  Revised  Statutes  do  not  confer  on 
the  surrogate  erc/twive  jurisdiction  over 


proceedings  to  compel  execntors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  coluctore  to  account; 
an  action  for  such  accounting  may  be 
brought  in  the  court  of  common  pleas 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  xork. 

4.  The  title  is  a  part  of  the  complaiiit,  but 
the  allegations  in  the  bodtf  of  the  ooin- 
plaint  should  control  the  tuU.    {Id.) 

5.  S^erence  of  Claimt  aaaintt  Executort 
and  Administraton. — On  the  11th  of 
May,  1866,  tbe  surrogate  of  Herkimer 
oounty  made  an  order  or  writing  in  this 
case  as  follows : 

&  "  SuEEOOATB's  CouBT,  Herkimer  Co. 

In  the  matter  of  the  claim  of  Jamet  R. 

Bucklin,  aRt  Tht  EstaU  of  Edvauud  O. 

Chopin.    Tbe  claim  of  James  H.  Buck- 

lin  having  been  presented  to  the  admin- 

isU^trix  and  rejected,  and  the  parties 

agreeing  to  a  reference :    It  is  ordered 

by  the  surrogate,  that  Hon.  Amou  H. 

In^scott,  Martin  W.  Priest,  Esq.,  and 

William  T.  Wheeler,  Esq.,  and  they  are 

hereby  appointed,  referees  to  hear  and 

detennine  the  claim  of  said  Bucklin ; 

and  let  this  order  be  entered  with  the 

clerk  of  Herkimer  countv. 

"  Dated  lltb  May,  1866.  at  Herkimer. 

"  VOLNEY  OWEN,  Surroffate. 

*'We  assent  to  the  above  order,  and 

consent  the  same  to  be  entered  Mar 

11th,  1H66. 

*'  Hardin  dt  Bubbows, 

**Attomev8  fer  plaintiff. 
"H.  LiKK, 
"Atiomev  for  odrntawfrsfrir. 
"  Indorsed,  Filed  11  May,  1866. 

"  Z.  Grebkb,  CUrh:* 


7.  Hdd^  Ist  That  this  order  and  consent 
taken  t<^ther  are  an  offreememt  t» 
vnnting  to  refer  required  by  the  statute. 
{BudUin  agt.  Ckapin,  ante,  155.) 

S.  ^.  That  they  constituted  an  appreftai 
hy  the  tunogate  of  the  persons  agreed 
on  as  referees.    {Id.) 

9.  3d.  That  they  were  filed,  and  the  fact 
of  filing  is  noted  on  the  paper,  which 
answers  Uie  requirement  that  the  affire- 
meut  and  approval  wfut  be  fiUd.    {Id.) 

10.  4Ui.  That  the  requirement  of  the  stat- 
ute, that  the  rule  referring  the  claim  to 
the  persons  indicated  must  be  entet^  Inf 
the  clerk  of  the  supreme  courts  can  be 
complied  with  by  an  entry  by  tbe  clerk 
nunc  pro  tunCj  if  it  was  not  actually  en- 
tered at  the  time  of  filing,    {id.) 

11.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  papers 
are  not  in  conformity  to  the  statnte,  the 
referees  nevertheless  acquired  jurisdio 
tion  tu  hear,  try  and  determine  the  mat- 
ters in  controversy  between  the  parties. 
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bj  the  vohtntary  ajffpearanee  of  the  par- 
ties, the  supreme  court  having  jorisdic- 
tion  over  such  claims,  which  were  sub- 
mitted to  Uie  referees ;  and  their  report 
is  legal  and  binding  until  set  aside  by 
the  court  in  some  proceeding  properly 
instituted  for  that  purpose.    {Ju,) 

13.  There  is  no  more  necessity  for  an 
agreement  in  writing  and  rule  of  refer- 
ence in  the  class  of  cases  under  the  stat- 
ute, like  the  present,  than  there  is  in 
references  under  the  Code  ($  270) ;  and 
under  the  latter  it  is  well  settled  that 
proceedings  upon  a  reference  is  a  waiver 
of  all  objections  because  of  irregulari- 
ties.   {M) 

13.  The  appearance  before  the  referees, 
the  trial  of  the  claim  presented  ana 
report  tliereon,  are  all  that  are  neces- 
sary to  justify  the  entry  of  a  judgment 
All  the  preliminary  steps  may  be  sup- 
plied nunc  pro  tunc    {la.) 

14.  One  who,  in  the  capacity  of  adminis- 
trator, commences  an  action  for  the 
beneilt  of  the  estate,  does  not  become 
liable  for  costs  by  the  fact  that  before 
jud^ent  he  is  removed  from  the  ad- 
ministration. (Bcixter  agt  Davis,  3 
Abb.  If.  S.  249.) 

15.  Where  executors  brin^  an  action  to 
dose  up  the  estate,  against  survivinff 
partners  of  the  testator,  and  it  is  allegea 
that  moneys  were  withdrawn  from  the 
firm  bv  the  testator  during  his  lifetime, 
and  aefeudcuits  interpose  a  counter- 
claim for  the  moneys  thus  withdrawn 
without  their  consent,  the  defendants, 
upon  its  appearing  that  the  executors 
may  probably  maxe  a  distribution  of 
the  assets  in  their  hands  before  the  de- 
termination of  the  suit,  ma^  have  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  them  from  so  doing. 
{Mitchell  agt.  SUwart^  Z' Abb.  N.  B. 
250.) 

EXEMPTION  ACT. 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  exemption  act 
extena  to  propertv  owned  by  toe  debtor 
as  a  member  of  a  partnership  firm. 
{SUwari  agt  Brown,  37  N.  Y.  B.  350.) 

2.  The  statute  should  receive  a  liberal 
construction,  in  harmony  with  its  hu- 
mane and  remedial  purpose.    {Id.) 


'.EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

3,  An  txpreu  company  that  agrees  to  take 
a  promissory  note  to  collect,  and  if  not 
paid  on  presentation  at  the  proper 
place,  to  have  it  protettedj  but  neglects 
to  cause  it  to  be  protested,  are  liable 
for  the  amount  of  the  note,  where  there 
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is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  a  waiver 
of  notice  of  non-payment,  and  notice 
of  protest  by  the  indorsers,  who  are 
discnarpfed,  and  it  appears  that  the 
maker  i»  insolvent  {uoghlan  agt  Dins' 
more,  ante,  416.) 

EXTENSION  OP  TIME 

1.  Obtaining  an  extension  of  the  time  to 
answer  a  complaint  involves  an  admis- 
sion that  the  complaint  requires  an  an- 
swer, and  is  a  waiver  of  an  objection 
that  the  demand  of  relief  contained  in  it 
does  not  conform  to  the  notice  in  the 
summons.  {Garrison  agt  Carr,  3  ^66. 
iV:  S.  266. 

FALSE  REPBESENTATlONa 

1.  Though  an  individual  is  not  obliged  to 
answer  indniries  in  respect  to  the 
solvency  of  a  third  person  ^  yet,  having 
undertaken  to  do  so,  he  is  bound  by 
every  consideration  of  fairness  and  hon- 
esty,  as  well  as  by  law,  to  speak  truth- 
fullyi  and  is  not  at  liberty  to  suppress 
a  fact  within  his  own  knowledge,  oear. 
ing  materially  upon  the  pecuniary  re- 
sponsibilitvof  such  third  person,  {viele 
agt.  Ooss,  ^9  Barb.  96.) 

2.  Where  the  defendant^  on  being  in- 

auired  of  by  the  plaintiffs  in  regard  to 
le  solvency  of  another,  omitted  to 
state  in  his  reply  the  fact  that  the  latter 
was  larffely  indebted  to  him  at  tbe 
time,  and  alluded  to  his  indebtedness  in 
such  a  manner  as  would  naturally  have 
the  efiect  to  quiet  any  apprehension  on 
that  subject,  and  produce  the  impres- 
sion that  it  was  quite  inconsiderable ; 
and  within  a  few  mouths  the  indebted- 
ness of  such  third  person  to  him  ripened 
into  a  judgment  which  absorbed  the 
entire  property  of  the  debtor;  and  it 
was  shown  that,  had  the  extent  of  such 
debtor's  liability  to  the  defendant  been 
stated,  credit  would  have  been  refused 
to  him  by  the  plaint iib :  Meld,  that  the 
defendant  was  liable  to  the  plaintiffs 
for  the  value  of  goods  sold  to  such  third 
person,  on  the  strength  of  the  defend- 
ant's lepresentations.    {Id,} 


FORECLOSURE  SUIT. 

1.  AXihongh  &  public  Judicial  tale  otYaln- 
able  city  lots  is  not  void  because  it 
takes  place  on  an  election  day  of  a  city 
charter  election,  yet,  where  it  appears 
that,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  the 
sale  was  made  on  a  da^  most  unfavora- 
ble to  a  large  gathering,  and  after  a 
written  notice  to  the  referee  from  the 
defendant,  the  person  to  be  most  affect- 
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ed  by  it,  that  he  woald  consider  it  ''  nn* 
just  and  oppreuive ;"  that  the  lots  were 
sold  in  an  order  oontrarj  to  the  defend- 
ant's directions  and  wishes,  and  appa- 
rently detrimental  to  his  interests,  and 
under  circnmstanoes  which  gave  rise  to 
apprehensions  that  free  competition  was 
interfered  with,  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside  and  a  re-  sale  ordered.  {Kimg  agt 
PUUt,  mUef  23.) 

FOREIGN  COBPOHATIOKS. 

1.  A  foreign  oorporation  doinff  business 
'  in  tois  state  is  to  be  regarded  as  no%- 
rttident;  and  it  is  to  be  assessed  and 
taxed  upon  all  moneys  in  any  manner 
inyestea  in  this  state,  the  same  as  if  it 
was  a  resident  cor{K>ration ;  and  the 
secorities  deposited  with  the  comptroller 
are  personal  property,  liable  to  taxation. 
Sacn  an  insurance  oorporation  cannot 
exempt  itself  from  this  taxation,  on  the 

Sound  that  it  is  not  doitig  hutinut  in 
is  state,  by  alleging  and  proving  that 
it  is  now  confined  to  collecting  prem- 
iums and  paying  losses  on  old  policies ; 
and  that  it  issues  no  new  policies.  This 
must  be  considered,  *'domg  business," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  al- 
ttiough  it  may  be  contracted.  (Smyth 
agt  IntematioiuU  Lifr  AMiwranct  Co.f 
anU,  126.) 

9L  The  remedy  by  the  receiver  of  taxes, 
for  the  collection  and  payment  of  such 
taxes  from  such  corporations,  is  the  same 
as  against  individuals.    {Id,) 

FOSMEB  ACTION. 

1.  A  former  action,  in  order  to  be  a  bar 
to  a  second,  must  have  been  to  recover 
for  the  same  identical  cause  of  action, 
or  for  some  part  thereof,  as  the  plain- 
tiff seeks  to  recover  in  the  second. 
(Mclntotli  agt  Lawn,  49  Barb,  550.) 

S.  The  rule  upon  this  subject  laid  down 
in  PhiUipt  agt  Berick  (16  Johai^  140), 
approved,    (id.) 

3.  A  judgment  of  non-suit,  in  a  former 
action  for  the  same  cause,  is  not  a  bar 
to  a  subsequent  action  for  l«fl[<d  relief. 
( Gerrtganx  agt  Whedright^  o  Abb.  N, 
S,  264.) 

4.  B.  brought  a  suit  against  the  present 
defendants  and  D.  to  set  aside  a  sale  in 
foreclosure,  for  fraud  affecting  the  title 
under  which  the  mortgage  was  given. 
While  the  action  was  pending,  the 
present  plaintiff  bought  the  mortgage. 
R.  afterwards  recover  judgment  that 
the  sale  was  void  for  fraud  in  the  mort^ 
gage,  &c. :  Htld^  that  the  report  of  a 
re&ree,  and  the  judgment  in  that  action, 


were  admissible  on  behalf  of  the  plain- 
till  in  the  present  action — whieb  was 
to  recover  daoiages  for  frand  in  indu- 
cing the  plaintiff  to  buy  the  mortgage ; 
— and  that  they  were  conclusive  on  the 
defendants,  as  to  the  facts  adjudged. 
{Craig  agt  Ward,  3  Abb.  If.  S.  m) 


FRAUD. 

1.  It  is  a  fraud  in  law  for  one  who  ii  an 
agent  to  purchase  for  another,  to  fill  the 
onier  with  property  of  which  he  is  the 
owner,  concealing  the  fact  of  his  own- 
ership ;  and  the  principal,  on  discover- 
ing the  breach  of  oonfiaence,  is  entitled 
to  rescind.  IConkey  agt  Bo>Hd,  3  Abb,- 
If,  8.  415.) 

2.  The  ftetB  that  the  a^nt  acted  wilhout 
compensation,  and  without  intent  to  de- 
fraud, and  made  no  false  representa- 
tions, are  ImmateriaL    {Id.) 

3.  It  appearing,  on  appeal,  in  an  action 
to  rescind  such  a  sale,  that  the  agent| 
without  his  principal's  knowledge,  sold 
as  owner  what  he  bought  as  agent,  a 
judgment  dismissing  the  complaint  will 
he  set  aside,  and  judgpaent  absolute  for 
the  plaintiff  (the  principal)  ordered. 
{Id.) 

4.  Where  it  appears  that  just  before  mak- 
ing an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  the  assignor  bouflbt  goods 
largely,  representing  himself  to  m  sol- 
vent, the  assignment  will  be  set  aside 
in  fiivor  of  a  receiver  appointed  in  sup- 
plementanr  proceedings.  {JSjennuh/agL 
Tkarp,  3  A&.  IT.  S.  131.) 

5.  The  purchase  of  goods,  accompanied 
by  such  representations,  indicates  a 
scheme  of  fraud,  of  which  the  assign- 
ment will  be  deemed  a  part    {Id.) 

6.  The  receiver  is  not  estopped  frtnn  pov- 
ing  the  fitind  by  the  fact  that  the  judg- 
ment creditor  who  procured  him  to  be 
appointed  as  In  his  own  case  waived 
the  fraud  by  bringing  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered.    (JdL) 

7.  Where  a  person  makes  a  false  state- 
ment, not  knowing  that  it  is  fidse,  but 
knowing  facts  sufficient  to  put  him  ap<m 
inquiry,  he  is  liable  for  the  conseonen- 
ces  to  the  same  extent  as  if  he  had  act- 
ual knowledge.  {Craig  agt  Ward,  3 
Abb.  N.  8.  2».) 

8.  A  finding  by  the  referee,  that  an  as- 
signor for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors 
him  no  actual  design  to  defraud  bis 
creditors  by  making  the  assignment,  is 
equivalent  to  sayug  diat  tne  aasi^ 
ment  was  made  in  good  frith  and  with- 


KEW  YOBK  PBlOnGE  BEPOBTS. 


66a 


Digest 


out  aa  iatmit  to   defraad  credifion. 
{Oattty  agt  Johm,  ZT  N.  T,  I^  608.) 

9.  A  provision  in  an  assignment  exoner- 
ating the  assignee  from  liability  to  ac- 
count for  debts  which  he  is  nnable  to 
collect,  does  not  vitiate  the  assignment. 
(Id.) 

10.  It  is  also  proper  that  the  assignment 
shonld  anthorise  the  assignee  to  appoint 
an  attorney  for  matters  connectea  with 
the  trust,  which  he  coold  not  attend  to 
personally.    {Id.) 

PBAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 

1.  Where  a  conveyance  of  the  grantor's 
patrimonial  property  to  his  wife  was  a 
mere  gift ;  not  called  for  by  any  special 
exigency ;  and  made  by  one  engaged 
in  boslness  and  heavily  indebted,  who 
eontinaed  so  in  debt  until  he  became 
insolvent;  and  the  grantor  having  af- 
terwards contracted  a  debt  to  the  Dlain- 
tillb  by  means  of  a  fiilse  and  fraudulent 
representation  that  no  such  gift  had 
been  made,  failed  soon  thereafter,  trans- 
ferring the  very  property  obtained  by 
such  false  and  muanlent  representa- 
tions  to  his  wife's  fttther,  who  was  his 
a^nt  and  co-operator  in  making  such 
gift :  ffeld,  that  such  a  state  of  facts 
wholly  unexplained  and  uncontradicted, 
led  irresistibly  to  the  inference  of  a 
fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  the 

Santor,  in  respect  to  such  gift.      (Per 
cC UMK,  J.)    {Loachiffk  a^.  Addmnif 
3  BobtrL  331.) 

GRANT. 

1.  By  the  terms  of  a  grant,  the  plaintiffs' 
testator  had  "  the  right  of  conveying 
such  quantity  of  water  in  an  aqueduct 
nnder  ground  as  shall  be  reasonable  to 
be  used"  by  him,  '*from  any  reservior 
or  spring  of  water  now  or  hereafter 
found,"  on  the  lot  occupied  by  the  de- 
fendants ;  '*  provided  that  the  quantity 
of  water  so  used  should  not  exceed  the 
equal  half  part  of  the  whole  volume  of 
water  supplied  by  such  reservior  or 
spring" :  Heidf  that  the  grant  plainly 
authorised  the  construction  of  one  aque- 
duct only,  for  the  conveyance  of  water 
through  tne  defendants'  premises.  That 
it  gave  no  right  to  construct  several, 
by  way  of  experiment,  to  ascertain 
where  the  cheapest,  or  most  convenient 
or  most  reliable  route  could  be  found, 
or  to  dig  up  the  soil  for  the  purpose  of 
discovering  other  springs.  {FUzkuok 
agt.  Raymond^  49  ^ar6.  645.) 

8.  Held,  aUOf  that  the  grantee,  after  eon- 
■trneting  an  aqnedoct  through  the  de- 


fendants' lands,  firom  a  reservior  there- 
on, and  using  the  same  for  a  number  of 
years,  had  not  the  right,  when  the  same 
ffot  out  of  repair,  and  from  that  cause 
failed  to  furnish  a  reasonable  quantity 
of  water,  to  go  upon  the  defendants' 
lands,  and  constmct  another  aqueduct, 
upon  another  route,  and  from  another 
n)ring,  nearer  to  the  ^rantee*s  premises 
than  the  first  reservior,  though  such 
new  aqueduct  could  be  more  conven- 
iently and  cheaply  oonstmcted  tiian  the 
old  one  could  be  rebuilt,  and  more  eaedly 
kept  in  repair.    (Id,) 

3.  JSeldfJkrtheTf  that  the  grant  was  not 
void  ror  uncertainty ;  because  it  could 
be  made  certain  by  locating  and  con- 
structing the  aqueduct  Cerium  est 
qtiod  cerium  redai  potest,    [Id.) 

HABEAS  COBPUS. 

I.  Under  the  acts  of  congress  of  1868-64, 
the  courts  of  the  states  should  not  ex- 
ercise jurisdiction  to  disohar^  men  en- 
listed m  the  army  of  the  United  States. 
{aCimner's  Case,  3  Altb.  IT,  8. 137.) 

HIGHWAYS. 

1.  Where  hiad  which  bad  never  been  a 
highway  was  taken  by  a  plank  road 
company  for  the  purposes  of  its  road, 
the  same  being  either  donated  to  the 
company,  or  purchased  and  paid  for  by 
it,  and  the  plank  road  company  was 
subsequently  dissolved,  and  its  road 
abandoned,  whereupon  the  commission- 
ers of  highways  of  the  town  claimed 
the  land  for  a  highway,  and  continued 
to  use  it  as  such :  HeuL,  that  although 
the  plank  road  company  was  a  private 
corporation,  all  lanos  taken  by  it  were 
for  pwblic  use;  and  that  the  use  to 
which  the  land  in  question  was  now 
devoted,  to  wit :  a  highway,  being  also 
a  fwJblic  UH,  was  not  such  a  changs  of 
the  use  as  to  justify  the  original  owner 
of  the  fee  in  taking  possession  of  such 
land  in  default  of  a  new  compensHtion 
to  him.  {Heath  agt  Barman,  49  Barb, 
496.) 

2.  The  statute  of  1854.  authorizing  a  plank 
road  company  to  abandon  its  road,  or 
portions  of  it,  and  providing  that  there- 
upon, the  road  shall  cease  to  be  the 
road  or  property  of  the  company,  and 
revert  and  belong  to  the  several  towns 
through  which  it  was  constructed, 
should  be  conitrued  as  meaning  pUink 
roads  constructed  upon  lands,  though 
they  had  not  previouslv  belonged  to  the 
town,  or  been  used  for  nigh  ways.  Such 
lands  are  to  pass  to  the  towns  as  high* 
ways.    (Id.) 
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3u  ThoQffh  the  tmenum  m  the  lands  taken 
for  a  plank  road  was  and  still  continnes 
IQ  the  oriffinal  owner  of  the  fee.  yet  the 
land  having  been  lawfiillj  taken  for 
public  use,  the  tUit,  by  the  act  of  the 
original  taker,  and  by  torce  of  the  stat- 
ntet  passed  to  the  town,  upon  the  aban- 
donment of  the  road,  tne  same  public 
use,  in  substance,  being  preMrved. 
(Id.) 

4.  Whether  an  application  for  the  laying 
out  of  a  public  nighway.  is  an  applica- 
tion for  the  laying  out  ok  one  highway 
or  of  two  hi(^hwa}[s,  is  a  question  ot 
fact,  upon  which  this  court  is  bound  by 
the  decision  of  the  court  below  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  {PwpU  agt.  Com^ 
mutionen  of  Highway*  of  miMm^  37  N. 
T,  B.  360.)         » 

5.  A  petition  for  the  laying  out  of  a  pub- 
lic Dighway,  may  lawially  incluae  a 
portion  of  a  highway  already  in  exist- 
ence, and  the  new  highway  may,  for  a 
portion  of  its  distance,  be  laid  out  upon 
and  be  identical  with  an  existing;  high- 
way. It  is  a  question  of  discretion  and 
oonvenienoe  to  be  determined  by  the 
commissioners  or  referees.    [Id.) ' 

S,  A  description  of  a  portion  of  the  new 
highway,  by  reference  to  an  established 
highway,  is  a  description  by  *' metes 
and  bounds,''  and  is  a  compliance  with 
the  statute  on  that  snbjecL    (Id.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

1.  Where  the  husband,  on  executing  a 
deed  of  separation  to  his  wife,  by  the 
same  instrument  gives  personal  prop- 
erty to  one  to  hold  in  trust  for  the  use 
of  the  wife,  and  the  jpossssion  is  there- 
upon transferred  to  the  trustee,  the  gift 
is  valid,  although  there  be  no  consi&r- 
ation  passing  between  the  donor  and 
trustee.  (ChriMn  agt  Baxdts,  37  If,  T. 
J?.  621.) 

S.  /{  jeeiM,  that  a  deed  or  agreement  of 
separation  between  husband  and  wife, 
will  not  be  enforced  unless  there  is  a 
consideration  to  support  it    (Id) 

2,  Our  recent  statutes  for  the  better  pro- 
tection of  the  separate  property  of  mar- 
ried women  have  no  relation  to,  or  ef- 
fect npon,  real  estate  conveyed  to  hus- 
band and  wife  jointly.  {Tne  Farmeri 
and  Mechanicf  Natumal  Bank  of  Roch- 
ester agt  Oregory^  49  Barb,  155.) 

4.  In  such  a  case  the  wife  haa  no  separate 
estate,  but  is  seized,  with  her  husband, 
of  the  entirety ;  neither  having  any  sep 
arate  or  severable  part  or  portion,  but 
the  two,  as  one  in  Ikw,  holding  the  en- 
tire estate.    (Id.) 


5.  They  hold  thus  not  as  joint  tenants,  or 
as  tenants  in  common,  but  as  tenants 
by  entireties ;  and  the  same  words  of 
conveyance  which  would  make  two 
other  persons  joint  tenants,  will  nuULe 
the  husband  and  wife  tenants  of  the 
entirety.    (Id,) 

6.  When  the  estate  thus  held  by  them  is 
Yoiuntarily  converted  into  money,  the 
same  belongs  to  the  husband,  exdn- 
sively,  in  virtue  of  his  marital  rights. 
And  no  rule  of  equity  will  give  the  wife 
the  entire  amount,  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty, to  the  exclusion  of  the  rights  of 
the  husband  and  of  his  creditors.  (Id,) 

7.  In  a  case  where  there  never  was  any 
separate  estate  or  right  in  the  wife, 
neither  the  statutes  nor  the  rules  of 
equity,  are  sufficient  to  enal>ie  her  to 
appropriate  the  entire  property  to  her- 
self, to  the  exclnsion  oi  the  husband's 
creditors,  although  thev  became  such 
during  the  joint  ownersnip.    (Id.) 


XXDICTTMENT. 

1.  The  oommeneement  of  an  indictment 
is  to  be  distinguished  from  the  caption 
thereof;  for  the  caption  consUtntes  no 
part  of  an  indictment  (PeapU  agt 
BesvMU,  ZI  N,  T,  B,  117.) 

2.  The  caption  consists  wholly  of  the  his- 
tory of  the  proceeding  where  an  indict- 
ment is  removed  from  an  inferior  to  a 
tuperior  court;  containing  the  name  of 
the  court;  where  it  was  found;  the 
namet  of  the  jurors  by  whom  found ; 
and  the  time  and  jplace  of  the  finding ; 
and  was  entered  m  the  record  by  tne 
clerk  of  the  superior  court,  immeaiate> 
ly  preceding  the  indictment      (Id,) 

3.  The  eomrneneement  of  an  indictment  is 
as  follows :    "  The  jurors  of  the  peoplb 

of  the  state  of ,  in  and  for  the  body 

and  county  of ,  npon   their  oaths 

present,*'  etc,  and  it  is  unnecessarr  and 
improper  to  name  the  jurors  in  the  body 
of  the  indictment    (Id.) 

4.  Property  purchased  for  the  support  of 
the  poor  by  the  direction  of  the  super- 
intendent of  the  county,  and  kept  for 
that  purpose,  if  stolen,  mav  be  laid  in 
the  indictment  either  as  tne  property 
of  the  county  or  of  the  superintendent 
(Id.) 

5.  The  office  of  superintendent  of  the 
poor,  though  invested  with  corporate 
powers,  Is.  notwithstanding,  a  mere 
agency  of  ^e  county,  and  the  relation 
between  the  county  and  its  superin- 
tendent is  that  of  principal  and  agent 

{a.) 
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INDORSEIL 

1.  When  one  standing  in  the  character  of 
second  indorser  npon  commercial  paper 
is  not  made  liable  a1  the  maturity  and 
non-payment  of  the  note,  no  act  or  in- 
dorsement of  the  payee,  subsequent  to 
the  maturity  of  the  note,  can  render  the 
second  indorser  liable.  {Biuon  agt 
BvmAam,  37  N.  T.  B.  614.) 

2.  Where  upon  the  face  of  the  note  it  ap- 
pears  that  a  party  indorsing  it  stands  in 
the  relation  of  second  indorser,  it  ma^ 
ters  not  whether  the  payee  write  his 
name  above  or  below  such  indorser, 
he  muiBt  be  deemed  to  be  first  indorser, 
and  one  upon  whose  credit  the  second 
indorser  wrote  his  name.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  a  prior  indorser  cannot  recover 
against  a  subsequent  indorser,  no  per- 
son deriving  title  under  such  prior  in- 
dorser, with  knowledge  of  the  facts,  can 
do  so.    {liL) 


INFANTS. 


1.  An  infant,  when  suin^  in  his  own  be- 
half for  injuries  to  his  person  arising 
from  the  negligence  of  others,  must  be 
free  from  the  imputation  of  negligence 
on  his  part,  tending  to  produce  the 
damages  sought  to  m  recovered.  The 
rule  is  the  same,  whether  the  action  be 
by  an  infant  or  an  ndult  {Burke  a^rt 
The  Broadway  and  Seventh  A  venue  Bail- 
road  Company^  49  Barb.  529.) 

S.  It  is  no  excuse  for  the  want  of  ordinary 

Smdence  by  an  infant,  that  he  had  less 
iscretion  uian  a  man.  He  is  required 
to  exercise  the  prudence  of  a  person  of 
ordinary  intelligence,  before  an  action 
for  damages  can  arise  for  an  injury  to 
his  person,  resultinff  from  the  careless- 
ness of  others.    {Id.) 

3.  An  infant  is  required  to  take  iJie  same 
care  of  himself  as  any  other  person. 
All  are  held  accountable  for  a  reasona- 
ble degree  of  prudence,  as  to  their  own 
safety.    {Id.) 

4.  The  father  of  an  infant,  suing  for  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  latter  through 
the  negligence  of  others,  can  recover 
only  under  the  same  circumstances  of 
prudence  as  would  be  reouired  if  the 
action  were  in  behalf  of  the  inlant 
{Id.) 

5.  After  an  answer  has  been  nnt  in  for  an 
infant,  by  his  guardian  aa  litems  and 
judgment  has  been  entered,  the  regu- 
larity of  the  guardian's  appointment 
cannot  be  questioned.  (Bernard  agt 
Eeydriek,  49  Barb.  63.) 


6.  A  deed  executed  by  an  infant  is  at 
least  voidable,  if  not  void.  {Mcllvame 
agt.  Kadel,  3  Bobt.  129.) 


INJUNCTION. 

1.  Where  a  person  is  restrained  by  an  or- 
der of  injunction  frota  performing  an 
act  on  kit  own  land^  and  stands  by  and 
suffers  another  to  perform  the  act, 
which  he  could  prevent,  he  is  fniilty 
of  a  violation  of  the  injunction.  ( Wfieeler 
agt  Gilgeyy  ante^  139.) 

2.  Where  the  court,  in  an  acMon  to  set 
off  judgments,  directs  such  set  off  upon 
eondition  that  the  plaintiff  pay  the  costs 
of  the  supplementary  proceeoings  insti- 
tuted by  the  defendant  on  the  judgment 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  deliver  to  the 
defendant  a  receipt,  by  the  plaintiff 
applying  the  amount  of  the  defendant's 
judgment  on  the  judgments  held  against 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  refhse  to  accept  such 
costs  and  receipt,  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  properly  execute 
such  condition,  as  he  would  be  violating 
the  injunction  in  the  supplementary 
proceedings.     {Butler  agt.  NiUe^  'ante, 

3.  The  acts  required  of  the  plaintiff  are 
authorized  b^  the  jud^ient  of  the 
cour*,  which  is  necessarily  a  complete 
justification  and  protection  to  him  for 
all  acts  done  under  it.    {Id.) 

4.  Besides,  if  the  performance  of  such 
condition  could  be  regarded  as  a  viola- 
tion of  the  injunction,  it  would  merely 
subject  the  plaintiff  to  punishment  as 
for  a  contempt,  and  would  not  render 
the  receipt  or  the  payment  of  costs  in- 
effectual or  invalid.  Therefore  the  de- 
fendant would  have  no  concern  in  the 
matter.    {Id. ) 

5.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power  to 
grant  an  injunction  order  in  one  action, 
staying  proceedings  in  another  action 
pending  in  the  same  court ;  nor  in  an- 
other court  haviuK  full  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  matter.  {Schell  agt  J^ris 
Bailway  Co.  ante^  438.) 

6.  An  injunction  will  be  granted  to  re- 
strain the  Croton  Aqueduct  Board  of 
the  city  of  New  York  from  cutting:  off 
the  Croton  water  from  the  plaintiff's 
building,  on  the  ground  of  non  payment 
of  the  water  rate,  where  the  rate 
charaed  by  them,  and  for  non-payment 
of  which  tney  claim  to  stop  the  supply, 
is  more  than  is  authorized  by  law. 
{CrwHwell  agt.  Stemu,  3  Abb,  N,  3. 
^6.) 

7.  An  injonetion  cannot  be  granted,  upon 
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the  gronod  of  noitanee,  to  rMtrain  acta 
done  in  the  lawful  exercise  of  anthoritj. 
{Mattermm  agt  Short,  3  Abb.  If.  S.  154.) 

8.  An  Injnnetion  may  he  granted  hj  a 
■tate  oonrt  to  reatrain  peraons  from 
proeecnting  a  claim  before  an  American 
consol  abroad,  where  the  consnl  haa 
not  jorisdicUon  of  the  prooeedinga  in- 
Btitated  before  hioL  {DaineH  agt.  Al- 
ten,  d  Abb.  N.  8. 212,) 


9.  A  warrant  of  diipoaaearion  m  aammary 
prooeedinga  to  recover  the  poaseaeion 
of  land  will  be  atared  by  injunction, 
where  it  appears  that  the  possessor 
gammoned  bad  not  time  to  amye  at  the 
oonrt  room  before  the  hearing,  after  the 
service  of  the  summons,  {Griffith  agt 
jSrova,  3  BobL  GSff.) 

10.  An  injunction  is  never  granted  where 
the  material  allegations  are  made  upon 
information  only ;  and  it  is  refused,  as 
a  general  rule,  in  all  cases  where  such 
material  allegations  are  denied  by  the 
party  sought  to  be  restrained.  [Pidgeom 
agt  OatnuMt  3  SobL  706.) 

11.  An  injunction  to  restrain  a  lessor  from 
asserting  any  right  to  cancel  a  lease, 
under  a  reservation  of  a  rijg^ht  to  do  so 
in  case  of  a  sale,  or  an  election  to  build, 
will  not  be  granted  upon  a  mere  gene- 
ral allegation  that  an  alleged  sale  and 
conveyance  by  the  lessor  was  sham 
and  colorable,  and  made  only  with  the 
deaign  to  deprive  the  lessee  of  the  re- 
maining term  of  the  lease  by  a  collusive 
and  pretended  sale  of  the  premises :  if 
the  defendants  deny  every  material 
allegation  of  the  oomplaint,  and  assert 
^at  the  conveyance  was  made  in  good 
fai^h;  and  the  case  can  probably  be 
tried  and  disposed  of  upon  its  merits 
before  the  time  lixed  by  the  lessor,  in 
his  notice,  for  cancelling  the  lease. 
(Id,) 

12.  An  injunction  dissolved  on  the 
grounds :  1.  ^  That  the  affidavit  and 
papers  on  which  it  was  ^[ranted  were 
illegible.  2.  .That  the  injunction  had 
not  been  served  on  the  defendant  per- 
sonally. 3.  That  the  papers  had  not 
been  filed,  as  required  by  the  rules  of 
the  court  [Johtuon  agt.  CateVf  3  BobL 
710.) 

13.  While,  as  a  general  rule,  the  courts 
of  this  state  decline  to  interfere  by  in- 
junction to  restrain  its  citizens  irom 
proceeding  in  an  action  which  has  been 
oommenoed  in  the  court  of  a  sister 
state,  there  are  exceptions  to  this  rule; 
and  when  a  case  is  presented  fairly 
constituting  such  exception,  extreme 
delicacy  should  not  deter  the  court 
from  controlling  the  conduct  of  a  party 
within  its  juriwiiction,  to  prevent  op- 


pression or  fraud.  No  rule  of  comity 
or  poli<nr  forbids  it  ( Vail  agt  Knapp, 
49  Stuv.  299.) 

14.  Thus,  where  property  subject  to  chat* 
tel  mortoagee  held  oy  the  pfaintilb  was 
attached  in  the  state  of  Vermont,  in 
an  action  brought  there,  in  the  name  of 
the  defendants,  agunst  the  mortgagors, 
residents  of  this  state,  which  property 
they  were  about  to  sell ;  and  it  appeared 
that  the  property,  at  the  time  it  was  at* 
tached,  was  actually  and  necessarily 
used  by  the  mortga^^ors  (a  railroad  com- 
pany), in  conducting   their   basinees, 
and  that  tiie  seizure  thereof  had  seri- 
ously embarrassed  them  in  transacting 
their  business,  thereby  materially  di- 
minishing their  ability  to  pay  the'  mort- 
gage debta;   that  the   parties  to   the 
record  in  the  action  in  Vermont  were 
citizens  of  this  state ;  that  the  plaintiflh 
were«not  parties  to  such  action,  and 
could  not  properly  be  heard  therein; 
that  the  plamtiflb*  mortgagee,  being  un- 
accompanied by  actual  possession,  were 
not,  as  against  creditors,  recognized  as 
valid  by  the  courts  of  Vermont,  but 
were  viuid  in  New  York ;  that  the  de- 
fendants had  voluntarily  consented  to 
the  use  of  their  names  as  parties  to  the 
actios  pending  in  Vermont;  and  had  re* 
received  indemnify  from  another  penion; 
and  thatsuch  action  and  proceedtngswere 
prompted  by  hostility  to  and  a  desire  to 
logure  the  mortguKors,  which,  if  suc- 
cessful, would  impair,  if  not  wbollv 
destrov,  the  plaintifb'  securities :  Hdiy 
that  tne  case  was  special,  within  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  New  York; 
and  as  such,  justified  the  continuance 
of  an  injunction  restraining  the  defeud- 
ants  from  selling  the  mortgaged  pro- 
perty until  the  final  termination  of  the 
aotion  brought  bv  them  in  Vermont. 

(Id.) 

15.  Where  the  gitt  of  an  action  was  the 
alleged  use  by  the  defendants  of  a  se- 
cret process  of  enameling,  which  R., 
one  of  them,  had  covenaoted  with  ihe 
pUdntiff  not  to  divulge,  and  the  exclu- 
sive riffht  to  use  which  the  plaintifis 
claimed  to  have  acauired  from  R.  by 
purchase,  it  was  held,  that  there  was  no 
ffronnd  for  the  exercise  of  the  equitable 
^risdiction  of  the  court,  unless  it  waa 
established  that  the  defendRntB,8ome  or 
one  of  them,  were  using  the  same  se- 
cret process  to  which  the  covenants  re- 
lated, or  that  they  threatened  or  in- 
tended to  make  the  secret  known,  con- 
trary to  the  stipulations  of  B.  {Ne$iU 
agt  Beete,  49  Barb.  374.) 

16.  Where  there  was  no  positive  evidence 
that  the  process  in  question  was  used 
in  the  business  earned  on  by  the  de- 
fendants, the  only  testimony  on  that 
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point  prodaced  hy  the  plaintiff  being 
that  of  himself,  detailing  some  circnm- 
stances  observed  by  him  in  the  defend- 
ants' shop,  which  tended  in  some  de- 
gree to  show  that  the  process  there 
used  was  the  one  in  qaestion,  bat  came 
&r  short  of  estabbshing  the  fact ;  and 
the  testimony  of  B.  left  it  at  least  donbt- 
fhl  whether  he  nsed  the   process  in 

SnesUon  while  in  the  employ  of  his^o- 
efendant:  Jffeld,  that  the  refusal  of  the 
judge  to  find  tnat  such  process  was 
used  in  the  defendants'  business  was 
not  error,  and  thai  the  testimony  was 
not  so  clear  and  satisfactoir  as  to  war- 
rant the  court  in  findinff  the  Coot  con- 
trary to  the  implied  finding  of  the 
judge.    {Id.) 

IKKKEEPEBS. 

1.  Liability  of  IwUceeper. — ^A  guest,  with 
his  team  of  two  norses  and  wagon, 
stopped  at  a  Tillage  tavern,  and  after 
having  had  his  horses  put  m  the  barn 
and  fed,  and  having  himself  taken  din 
ner,  and  paid  hisoill  for  the  whole, 
requested  the  innkee^r  to  get  his 
horses ;  the  latter  told  him  to  go  on  and 
be  bitching  up,  and  he  (the  innkeeper) 
would  be  out  in  a  few  minutes;  the 
guest  went  to  the  bam,  put  the  head 
stalls  on  the  horses,  and  was  getting 
them  out ;  and  while  doing  so  the  inn- 
keener  arrived  there ;  but  before  the 
innkeeper  arrived  at  the  bam  two  men 
rode  up  in  a  buggy,  unhitched  their 
stallion  horae  and  placed  him  in  a 
stall  between  those  occupied  by  the 
guest's  horses  and  the  outer  door. 

2.  The  guest  led  one  of  his  horses  out  of 
the  door  for  the  purpose  of  hitching  on 
to  the  wagon ;  and  the  other  horse  fol- 
lowed on,  as  he  was  accustomed  to  do, 
and  when  passing  the  stall  where  the 
stallion  stood,  received  a  kick  from 
him  which  broke  its  leg  and  rendered 
it  entirely  worthless,  so  that  it  became 
necessary  to  kill  it : 

3.  Eeldj  tiiat  the  innkeeper  was  liable. 
The  relation  of  landlora  and  guest  had 
not  terminated;  the  horses  were  still 
on  his  premises  and  in  his  bam;  the 
guest  was  only  doing  for  the  innkeeper, 
and  with  his  assent,  what  it  was  bis 
daty  to  have  done.  {Stymom  agt  (k^k^ 
ante,  180.) 

4.  The  statute  of  April,  1860  {Sest.  Zavft 
1860,  ch,  446,  p.  771)  only  ffives  the 
keeper  of  a  hoarding  kouse  a  cien  upon 
and  right  to  detain  the  baggage  and 
effects  of  a  boarder  for  the  amoant 
which  may  be  due  by  him,  to  ibe  same 
extent  ana  in  the  same  manner  as  inn- 
keepers have  them.  [Shower  agt.  Ouestj 
anUj  184.) 


5.  Thus  limiting  the  lien  to  that  for  board 
actually  dwj  and  not  including  board  to 
become  due  ander  an  agreement  to  board 
'  in  fatwre»    {Id.) 

£.  Nor  can  the  act  be  extended  to  any 
other  indAtedneu,  nor  to  any  demand 
not  due  at  the  time  of  the  detention. 

(ia.) 

7.  The  liability  of  an  inkeeper  for  all  pro- 
perty of  bis  guests  brought  into  his  inn 
without  his  knowledge,  and  particular- 
ly  without  notice  of  their  value  or  na- 
ture, cannot  be  unlimited.  {Per  ROB- 
BBT80N,  Ch,  J.)  { WiUnnt  agt  JEarle, 
3  BobL  3^) 

8.  It  is  such  negligence,  in  a  guest  who 
'brings  to  an  inn  other  or  more  articleSy 

or  of  more  value,  than  are  necessary 
for  traveling  purposes,  not  to  give  no- 
tice thertof  to  the  innkeeper,  that  it  re- 
lieves the  latter  from  all  liability  for 
them  in  case  of  loss.    [Id.) 

9.  In  the  rooms  of  the  defendants'  inn  no- 
tices were  posted,  requiring  "all  pack- 
ages of  value"  to  *'  be  property  labelled 
and  deposited  in  an  iron  sale,  keut  in 
the  office  for  that  purpose.'*  The  plain- 
tiff, a  guest  at  such  mn,  had  a  sealed 
envelope,  with  his  name  in  pencil 
thereon,  which  contained  legal  tender 
notes,  bank  bills,  checks,  &c.,  and 
other  negotiable  instruments,  of  the 
value  of  $22,000,  upon  a  counter  in  the 
office,  and  desired  a  clerk  to  pot  it  in 
the  safe.  Upon  such  clerk  asking 
what  it  was.  the  plaintiff  answered 
**  money,"  without  stating  the  amoant 
No  receipt  or  check  was  ffiven ;  the 
clerk  informing  the  plaintin  that  they 
gave  no  checks,  but  required  the  guests 
to  describe  their  packages  before  deliv- 
ery. The  clerk  deposited  the  package 
in  the  safe,  which*  he  locked.  It  was 
stolen  the  same  night  from  such  safe. 
ffeldf  1.  That  the  limitation,  by  the 
statute  of  1855,  "regulating  the  liabili- 
ty of  hotel  keepers,^'  of  the  liability  of 
innkeepers  for  valuables  in  their  mns, 
upon  ineir  providing^  a  place  of  safe 
keeping  for  such  valuabjes,  and  giving 
the  notice  it  requires,  did  not  change, 
in  any  respect  any  other  relation  or 
duty  of  the  parties  to  each  other,  affect 
ing  such  liability.  2.  That  the  obliga- 
tion of  the  guest  to  notify  the  innkeeper 
of  the  nature  and  ext«nt  of  his  chaive 
remains  the  same  after  as  before  the 
passage  of  that  statute.  3.  That  the 
defenaants  had  a  right  in  the  notice 
published  by  them,  under  the  Statute, 
to  require  valuables  deposited  in  their 
safe  to  be  "  j9rop«r^y  labelled,"  which 
included  some  each  specification  of  the 
contents  as  would  indicate  their  general 
nature  and  vadue.  4.  That  the  package. 
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in  this  case,  having  no  other  mark  up- 
on it  than  the  owner's  name  in  pencil, 
was  not  "properly  labelled,*'  as  re- 
qaired  by  the  nuUoe;  and  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  limiting  his  reply  to  the 
clerk's  question  as  to  its  contents  to  the 
word  *^  money,"  without  stating  any 
amount  or  vune,  did  not  disclose 
enough  to  induce  any  extra  precaution, 
or  charge,  for  taking  care  of  it,  and  did 
not  change  the  defendants  into  bailees, 
BO  as  to  make  them  responsible  as  such. 
5.  That  (he  defendants  were  not  liable 
to  the  plaintiflb  for  the  entire  amount 
deposited  in  their  safe,  but  only  for  the 
amount  of  money  necessary  to  defray 
the  plaintiff's  ordinary  traveling  ex- 
penses (found  by  the  iury  to  be  $1,000), 
contained  in  such  package.  (McCunn, 
J,  dtuenting.)    (Xd,) 


INSANITY 

1.  In  border  cases  it  is  diiScnlt  to  distin- 
guish between  sanity  and  insanity.  In 
most  cases  there  is  ample  distinction. 
{Haviland  agt  Hayes,  37  N.  T.  B.  25.) 

2.  A  course  of  action  for  a  series  of  years 
different  from  that  pursued  by  mankind 
at  large  and  different  from  his  own  con- 

-  duct  and  character;  where  Ibe  princi- 
ple feelings  and  grounds  of  action  differ 
irom  those  we  recognize  as  governing 
ourselves ;  where  the  better  part  of  our 
nature  is  abandoned,  civilization  and 
refinement  neglected;  where  this  dif- 
ference is  permanent  and  marked ! 
where  there  is  a  change  from  careful 
attention  to  business  to  an  entire  aban- 
donment, and  the  control  of  no  money 
or  property;  where  the  individual  is 
shaved  daily  by  his  wife,  and  becomes 
the  inmate  of  an  asylum,  dying  confes- 
sedly insane, — ^these  fisicts  furnish  evi- 
dence of  long  insanity.    [Id.) 

3.  In  the  present  case  the  evidence  cited 
shows  a  case  of  insanity  of  the  grantor 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  deed 
to  his  son,  and  of  a  subsequent  con- 
firmatory  deed  to  the  defendant.    {Id.) 

4.  One  may  be  certainly  insane  who  is 
neither  a  raving  maniac  nor  an  abso- 
lute imbecile.  He  may  be  able  to  re- 
strain his  violence  for  a  time,  and  to 
act  with  discretion  and  jadgmenL 
There  may  be  remissions  or  mitigations 
of  this  diseafie,  and  yet  the  party  be 
oontinuously  insane.  '{Id.) 


INSOLVENCY. 

1.  Insolvent  debtors,  in  failing  cireum- 
ftances,  may  make  preferential  assign- 


^R    Jf^P^'*^*^  •fi^  Strong,  37  IT. 

2.  They  may  stipulate  to  pay  a  certam 
per  cent  to  creditors  who  will  execute  a 
release  on  receiving  it,  and  mav  prefer 
soch  daas     {Id.) 

3.  Remaining  creditors,  refusing  to  exe- 
cute such  release,  must  be  content  to 
take  their  pay  out  of  the  residue,  after 
the  preferred  class  are  paid.    (Id.) 

4.  The  history  of  the  legislation  of  the 
state  on  the  subject  of  insolvents'  dis- 
charges reviewed,  and  former  decisions 
compared.  {American  Flask  <ind  Cap 
Co.  agt  Son,  3  Abb.  If.  8.  333.) 

5.  A  disoharffe  in  insolvency,  jn-anted 
under  the  laws  of  New  York,"  is  not 
rendered  invalid  by  the  fact  that  the 
petitioner  omitted  to  give  notice  of  the 
proceeding  to  the  creditor  who  im- 
peaches the  discharge ;  nor  by  the  fact 
that  he  omitted  to  name  such  creditor 
in  his  schedule  of  creditors,  unless  a 
fraudulent  jpurpose  in  such  omission  is 
proved.    {Id.) 


INSPECTION  OF  BOOKS  AND 
PAPERS. 

1.  No  member  of  a  munvcipal  corporaiiim 
has  the  right  to  a  general  inspection  of 
all  docnmente  in  the  hands  of  any  cor- 
porate official,  at  all  times  and  finom  any 
motive,  or  with  any  object  or  interest 
irrespective  of  the  fact  whether  he  has 
any  personal  interest  in  such  docu- 
ments, or  any  information  to  be  derived 
therefrom.  {PeopU  ex  reL  Henry  ngu, 
ComeU.  ante,  31.)  ^ 

2.  Such  general  inspection  can  be  had 
only  where  the  member  has  a  private 
or  personal  interest  in  such  documents 
or  tne  information  to  be  derived  there- 
from.   {Id.) 

3.  And  this  rule  applies  to  a  corporator 
who  is  also  a  member  of  a  public  asso- 
ciation oi^nized  within  the  monidiMLl 
corporation,  and  who  makes  applica- 
tion for  such  inspection  on  behalf  of 
such  association.  {Meverting  this  catCm 
32fliw.  149.)    {Id.) 

INSURANCE— LIFE. 

1.  A  policy  of  life  insurance  tor  a  year 
which  contains  a  clause  continuing  it 
until  the  decease  of  the  insured,  pro- 
vided he  shall  pay  to  the  insurers  anna- 
ally,  on  a  day  named,  a  specified  sum, 
and  a  condition  that  no  msuranoe 
(whether  original  or  by  renewal)  shall 
be  considerea  as  binding  until  the  acta- 
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al  payment  of  sach  sam.  ceases  to  be 
binding  npon  the  insnrers,  in  case  of  a 
failure  to  pay  the  premium  so  fixed  for 
renewal  on  or  before  the  day  on  which 
it  is  made  payable  by  such  policy. 
^Sbwell  agt  Tm  Kniektrbocker  Life  In- 
surance  Company  f  3  MobL  232.) 

S.  Parol  evidence  of  a  practice  or  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  insurers  to 
receive  payment  of  premiums  after  the 
day  on  which  they  oecame  due  (even 
if  admiwible),  wiU  net  suffice  to  vary 
the  written  contract    {Id.) 

3.  Such  a  custom  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
surers, or  their  verbal  agreement  to 
that  effecti  will  not  apply  to  premiums 
not  ofiered  to  be  paia  until  after  the 
death  of  the  insared.    (Id.) 

4.  Where  a  premium,  under  such  a  poli- 
cy, became  payable  on  the  15ih  of  tfuly, 
but  on  the  morning  of  that  day,  before 
it  had  been  paid,  the  insured  Was 
struck  with  apoplexy  or  paralysis,  and 
oontinned  in  a  dying  condition  antU  the 
next  day,  when  he  died :  Held,  that  the 
death  occurred  at  a  timfr  not  covered 
by  the  policy ;  that  the  insurance  oonld 
not  be  continued  under  the  policy  be- 
yond the  day  on  which  the  annual  pre- 
mium was  rendered  thereby  payaole ; 
and  was  neither  revived  nor  renewed 
by  a  tender  of  the  premium  after  the 
death  of  the  insured,  though  made 
within  a  few  days  after  the  day  of  pay- 
ment   (Id,) 

5  A  physician,  not  engaged  in  practice, 
who  is  present  as  a  fnend  and  neighbor 
when  a  wounded  man  is  brought  to  his 
own  house,  and  who,  at  the  request  of 
another  neighbor,  examines  thewonnds 
and  administers  an  opiate,  is  not  ne- 
cessarily an  "  attenaing  physician,'' 
within  the  conditions  of  a  life  insurance 
policy  on  that  subject  At  the  most,  it 
IS  a  question  for  the  jury.  ( Oxbton  aft 
Am.  MuL  Life  Ina.  Co.  37  Ji.  T.  B. 
580.) 

6.  In  an  action  upon  a  life  insurance  poli- 
cy, where  the  question  in  contention  is 
whether  the  death  of  the  deceased  was 
accidental,  or  whether  it  was  a  case  of 
intentional  self  destruction,  it  is  not 
competent  to  show  that  the  deceased 
was  an  infidel  or  an  atheist,  for  the 
purpose  of  arguing  that  the  deceased 
would  therefore  have  been  more  likely 
to  have  committed  suicide.    {Id.) 

7.  Such  evidence  would  be  uncertain,  re- 
mote, speculative,  and  based  upon  no 
well  denned  legal  principle.    {Id.) 


insurance:— MARINE. 

1.  The  implied  warranty  of  the  sebwor- 
thiness  of  a  ship,  by  tne  insured,  is  lim- 
ited to  the  beginning  of  the  voyage. 
If  she  becomes  unseawortby  after- 
wards, from  any  cause  whatever,  the 
underwriters  are  liable.  { WaUk  agt 
Wathinffton  Marine  Insurance  Co,  3 
Itobt  202.) 

2.  It  is  a  presumption  of  law  that  when 
a  vessel  is  wrecked  or  fonnders  at  sea, 
shortly  after  sailing,  without  any  stress 
of  weather  or  storm  sufficient  to  destroy 
or  impair  a  sound  ship,  but  she  founders 
in  ordinary  sea-going  Weather,  her  loss 
is  to  be  attributed  to  decay^  or  some  in- 
herent defect  in  her  material ;  and  the 
insurers,  ujder  such  circumstances,  are 
exempt  ftoix  the  risk.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  there  Is  a  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence as  to  the  seaworthiness  of  a  ves- 
sel, or  the  extent  of  perils  encountered, 
it  is  proper  for  the  court  to  submit 
those  questions  to  the  jury,  a^  being 
questions  of  fact,  for  them  to  deter- 
mine ;  and  if  the  jnry,  after  passing  np- 
on them,  finds  a  verdict  in  favor  oi  one 
of  the  parties,  that  disposes  of  the  case. 
BO  far  as  the  question  of  the  weight  of 
evidence  is  concerned.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  a  policy  of  insurance  was  ''for 
the  acoonnt  of  whom  it  may  concern," 
in  case  of  loss  the  amount  insured  to  be 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  or  order:  Seldf 
that  the  action  was  properly  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff;  the  con- 
tract being  in  substance  with  him,  if 
authorizecL  for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
owners.  In  sach  a  case  he  has  a  rig^t 
to  sue  on  the  policy  as  trustee  for  tne 
owners,  under  the  Code  of  Procedure. 
[Id.) 

5.  Where  the  loss,  if  any,  was  payable  in 
thirty  days  after  proof  of  loss  and 
prooi  of  interest  in  the  vessel  insured. 
Meld,  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
particulars  of  loss  should  be  stated  in 
the  preliminary  proofs.    {Id.) 

6.  The  defendant,  by  an  open  policy.  In- 
sured "H.  C.  ^  Co.,  on  account  of  A. 
B.  Se>  Co.  (the  plaintiffs),  and  consigned 
to  H.  C.  &>  Co.  by  remilar  invoice  and 
bill  of  lading.  In  case  of  loss,  to  be 
paid  to  H.  C.  &  Co.,  at  and  from  San 
Francirfco,  via  Isthmusi  to  New  York. 
On  specie,  gold  bars,  dec .  *  *  *  laden 
or  to  be  laden  on  board  of  steamers 
sailing  from  and  after  July  1,  1862." 
Gold  oars,  the  property  of'^the  plain- 
tiffs, of  the  value  of  $12,000,  shipped  at 
Sam  Francisco  after  July  1,  18G2,  were 
consigned  to  H.  C.  db  Co.  by  regular 
bivoioe  and  bill  of  lading;  but  in  the 
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bill  of  lading  S.  St  Go.  were  desi^ated 
as  fthippfln,  and  N.  Bro'a  as  oon8ig[nee8. 
Beid,  that  the  gold  ban  so  shipped 
were  covered  by  the  policy;  the  ex- 
pression in  the  policy,  '*  consigned  to 
£L  C.  &  Co.  by  regnUr  invoice  and  bill 
of  lading,"  not  demanding  the  insertion 
of  the  name  ot  that  firm  in  the  bill  of 
lading,  as  consignees,  in  order  to  cover 
any  shipments.  {Block  agt  The  Cth 
bimbian  Ins,  Co.  3  Bobt.  S96.) 

7.  Meldf  alto,  that  this  constmction  was 
strengthened  by  proof  of  the  existence 
of  a  cnatom  amon^  merchants  in  San 
Francisco,  when  shippinjg:  gold  in  less 
sums  than  |J0,000,  to  nnite  them  in  one 
shipment  exceeding  that  amount,  taking 
a  bill  of  lading  for  the  whole  in  the 
name  of  one  person,  to  save  charges 
That  the  defendant  was  charged  With 
knowledge  of  that  castom,  ana  the  lan- 
guage of  the  contract  was  to  be  oon- 
stmed  in  reference  to  it.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  a  policy  of  insurance  provides 
for  payment  by  the  insurers,  "  in  case 
of  loss,  in  thirty  days  after  proof  of 
loss,"  a&c,  Hrvice  of  proof  of  loss,  and 
the  expiration  of  thirty  days  thereafter, 
are  conditions  precedent  to  a  right  oi 
action  upon  the  policy.  ( The  Woihing- 
ion  Manne  Ins,  Co.  agt  Hercienrathj  3 
BoU.3Sl5.j 

9.  And  ifj  in  action  by  the  insurers  upon 
a  premium  note,  the  defendants,  admit- 

ing  the  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
set  up  as  a  counter-claim  a  loss  oo<-nr-' 
ring  under  a  policy  issued  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, but  give  no  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  proof  of  loss  was  ever 
served,  the  counter-claim  should  be 
disallowed.    {Id.) 

10.  A  mere  chAnge  of  ownership  of  the 
subject  insured  will  not  avoid  a  policy 
of  insurance,  .provided  there  be  an  in- 
surable interest  at  the  time  of  loss,  un- 
less there  be  a  clause  in  itmakiUff  it 
void  upon  any  change  of  ownership. 
And  even  a  clause  of  that  kind  wul 
not  prevent  the  application  of  that  rule, 
if  the  change  of  interest  is  merely  from 
absolute  owner  to  mortgagee.  {Fer- 
nandez agt.  Oreat  Western  Insurance  Co, 
3  Bobt.  &7.) 

11.  By  the  terms  of  a  policy  of  insurance 
upon  a  vessel,  it  was  expressly  pro- 
vided that  the  policy  covered  only  the 
original  interest  subsisting  when  nego- 
tiated, and  that  any  chanpe  of  interest, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  should  cancel  the 
policy.  After  toe  issuing  of  the  policy, 
the  msnred  sold  the  vessel,  and  two 
days  afterwards,  aooording  to  previous 

rement,  took  back  from  the  pur- 
er a  mortgage  upon  the  vessel,  to 


secure  the  payment  of  a  part  of  the 
purchase  money,  accompanied  by  a 
power  of  attorney,  placing  the  vessel 
under  the  entire  control  of  the  mort- 
gagees. Msldf  that  the  transfer  did 
not  terminate  the  interest  of  the  in- 
sured, so  as  to  release  the  underwriters. 
(Basboub,  J,  dissented,)    {Id,) 

13.  A  voluntary  departure  from  the 
course  of  a  voyage,  without  any  ex- 
cuse rendered  tnerefor.  although  slight 
and  unimportant,  wHl  aischasge  the  un- 
derwriter. It  is  otherwise,  if  the  de- 
parture is  excused  by  a  justifying 
cause.    [Id.) 

13.  There  cannot  be  a  deviation  from  the 
usual  course  of  the  voyage,  before  it 
has  oommenced.    {Id,) 

14.  And  although  underwriters  are  dis- 
oharj^ed,  if  a  loss  occur  under  a  policy 
"at  and  from"  a  port  of  depntnre, 
while  the  vessel  is  absent  from  such 
port,  for  any  unexpected  puipoee,  be- 
fore her  voyage  has  commenced,  yet 
they  will  not  be  absolved'if  the  vessel 
returns  in  safety  from  such  tempwary 
absence,  and  is  afterwards  lost  npon 
her  voyage,  after  it  has  formally  oom- 
menceo.    {Id,) 

15.  It  beinff  the  duty  of  the  assured  to 
put  his  snip  in  complete  condition  fbr 
ner  voyage,  to  avoid  the  consequences 
of  a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  of 
seaworthiness,  he  has  a  right  to  adopt 
all  suitable  and  usual  means  to  put  her 
in  such  condition,  and  determine  by 
proper  tests  in  advance  of  her  sailing 
if  she  is  sea-worthy.    {Id.) 

16.  Accordingly  heldy  that  under  a  policr 
of  insurance  on  a  steam  vessrl  **  at  and 
from  New  York  to  Havana,"  the  mak- 
ing a  trip  with  her  to  Elizabethport,  be- 
fore starting  upon  her  voyage,  for  the 
purpose  of  trying  the  engine  and  asoei^ 
tainmg  the  draught  of  the  vessel,  with 
coal  on  board,  neither  of  which  objects 
could  have  been  attained  otherwise 
than  by  such  actual  trip,  if  a  deviation 
at  all,  was  sufficiently  excnsed  by  the 
necessity  of  trying  the  engine  and  as- 
certaining the  draught  or  the  vessel 
when  loaded.  (Bjlbbojjr,  J,  dissented,) 
{Id,) 

17.  An  insurance  of  a  cargo  in  bulk,  "  free 
of  particular  average/'  does  not  cover 
a  total  destruction  or  toe  thing  insured, 
by  perils  insured  against,  if  any  of  the 
articles  comprisinff  such  cargo  remain 
in  specie.  (McCcmK,  J.  dissented.) 
{Wallerstein  agt  The  Columbian  Ins, 
Co,  3  Bobl.  5Si»,) 

18.  The  loss  of  a  part  of  an  assured's  por 
tion  of  a  cargo  insured  in  a  valued  pdi 
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ey,  which  eargo  ia  partly  lost  by  perils 
insured  against,  and  the  residue  is 
broQ^ht  to  the  port  of  destlnationi  is 
partvoUy  and  not  totalj  with  benefit  of 
salvage,  notwithstanding  only  port  of 
the  portion  so  belonging  to  •'•he  insured 
is  capable  of  being  identified  by  any 
marks.  So  Keld,  in  a  case  where  the 
assured  notified  the  underwriters  of  his 
intention  not  to  abandon  his  interest  in 
the  cargo,  and  the  damage  to  the  part 
saved  from  the  perils  insured  against 
had  been  adjusted  as  a  nartiai  loss. 
(MoNELL,  J.  aistenied.)  {Sale  agt  The 
£htn,  Mutual  Int.  Co.  3  BobL  602.) 

19.  Where  temporary  repairs  are  made 
upon  a  vessel  in  a  foreign  port,  by  the 
insured,  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  in- 
surers, and  by  their  express  consent 
and  authority,  to  enable  the  vessel  to 
be  navigated  to  the  port  of  destination, 
for  the  purpose  of  there  making  perma- 
nent repairs  at  less  cost,  the  insurers 
must  bear  the  whole  expense  of  the 
temporary  as  well  as  the  permanent 
repairs,  althongn  the  amount,  in  the 
aggregate,  exceeds  the  sum  named  in 
the  policy.  {Alexandre  agt.  The  Sun 
Mutual  Ina,  Co.  49  Barb,  475.) 

90.  The  clause  in  a  marine  policy  of  in- 
surance, assuming  the  perils  of  men-of- 
war,  pirates,  rovers,  arrests,  restraints, 
detainments,  etc.,  is  qualified  bv  the 
clause  in  the  margin,  "  warrantea  free 
from  loss  or  expense  arising  from  cap- 
ture, seizure  or  detention,  or  the  conse- 
quences of  any  attempt  thereat"  The 
last  statement  is  a  warranty  on  the  part 
of  the  assured.  {Swinn^rton  agt  Co- 
lunUnan  Inturanee  CompoMM,  37  N»  T. 
B.  174.) 

91.  The  capture  of  a  vessel  by  authority 
of  the  Confederate  States,  during  the 
late  rebellion,  is  within  this  warranty, 
and  relieves  the  insurer  from  liability. 
(Id,) 

S2.  On  a  trial,  where  the  insurance  com- 
pany showed  that  the  insured  vessel, 
while  lying  at  a  wharf  in  the  port  of 
Norfolk,  Virginia,  for  repairs,  was,  on 
the  21st  of  April",  1861,  seized  by  a  large 
body  of  men.  professins  to  act  by  the 
authority  of  the  state  or  Virginia,  filled 
with  stones,  towed  out  into  the  chan- 
nel, with  the  cheers  of  the  populace, 
sunk  at  the  mouth  of  the  channel,  to 
prevent  the  ingress  or  egress  of  vessels 
of  war ;  that  it  was  a  time  of  great  con- 
fusion and  excitement;  that  no  relief 
could  be  obtained  from  the  courts;  and 
that  the  vessel  was  lost    SeJd : 

23.  (1.)  That,  upon  these  facta,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  histor*  of  the  timeS|  it 


should  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  as  a 

anestion  of  fisbct,  whether  the  seizure  of 
le  vessel  was  an  act  of  war  on  the 
pitft  of  those  then  engaged  in  hostilities 
with  the  United  States,  or  in  aiding  or 
carrying  out  existing  or  contemplated 
a^jts  of  war  by  the  state  of  Virginia,  or 
whether  it  was  the  act  of  a  mob  simply. 
{Id,) 

24.  (2.)  That  the  Virginia  ordinance  of 
secession,  adopted  on  the  17th  of  April, 
1861,  should  have  been  received  as  evi- 
dence on  that  question.    {Id,) 

25.  (3.)  That  matters  of  public  history, 
affecting  the  whole  people,  are  juai- 
dally  taken  notice  of  by  tne  courts; 
that  no  evidence  need  be  prouuced  to 
establish  them,  but  the  courts  act  upon 
them  tsGtn.  knowledge  obtained  from 
such  sources  as  they  rely  upon.    {Id.) 

26.  (4.)  That  the  existence  of  civil  war  in 
our  country  is  a  fact  which  the  court  is 
bound  to  Imow ;  that  knowledi^  of  the 
main  fact  would  carry  with  it  know- 
ledge of  the  particular  acts  which  cre- 
ated war.    {Id.) 


INTEREST. 

1.  The  general  rule  that  where,  by  a 
written  contract,  money  is  to  be  paid  at 
a  fixed  day,  and  the  contract  is  broken, 
interest  should  be  allowed,  ought  to  be 
applied  to  interest  payable  semi-annu- 
ally, according  to  uie  condition  of  a 
bona,  especially  where  payment  has 
been  demanded.  {Howara  agt.  Farley, 
3  BobL  308.) 

2.  If  there  is  no  evidence  of  a  demand  be 
fore  suit,  in  such  a  case,  then  interes- 
can  only  be  recovered  from  the  comt 
mencement  of  the  action.    {Id,) 

3.  When,  in  an  action  by  a  tenant  for  life 
of  real  estate,  against  a  municipal  cor- 
poration, to  recover  damages  for  in- 
juries to  building  on  such  land  by  a 
mob,  during  a  not,  the  jury  adopts,  as 
part  of  the  measure  of  damages,  the 
value  of  such  life  estate,  they  are  bound 
to  add  by  way  of  damages  xntereet  upon 
such  value  thereto,  from  the  time  of  the 
final  demand  upon  the  financial  ofiUcer 
of  such  corporation.  {Qreer  agt  The 
Mayor,  Ac  New  York,  3  BobL  106.) 

•1.  Whether,  if  the  jury  ascertain  the 
value  of  the  plaintiff's  in  any  otlier 
way  than  bv  estimating  the  value  of  the 
buildings,  the  plaintiff  can  claim  inter- 
est as  a  right?  Quere,  (iVr  Monell. 
J)    (Id-) 
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IRRELEVANCY. 

3.  Where  the  object  of  the  action  was  to 
state  the  account  of  the  plaintiff  with  the 
trvst  fandy  ai.d  to  discharge  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  trust;  and  accordinffly  the 
plaintiff,  in  the  complaint,  gave  his  Ter- 
sion  of  the  transaction,  claiming  to  have 
paid  over  the  whole  amount  into  the 
Lands  of  hi«  co-trustee,  except  what  he 
had  paid  over  u>  the  beneficiary  of 
the  ntnd,  and  showed  how  this'  had 
been  done,  and  asked  his  discharge: 
Heldy  that  it  was  competent  for  the  de- 
fendants to  falsify  such  statement,  by 
the  allegations  in  the  answer,  not  only 
by  a  direct  denial  of  the  allegations  m 
the  complaint,  but  by  aj^rmative  alltya- 
tians,  showing  a  disposition  and  present 
condition  of  tne  fund  different  from  that 
which  the  plaintiff  insisted  upon.  And 
unless  this  object  in  the  answer  had 
been  so  clnmsily  and  ineffectually  ac- 
complished, it  was  error  to  strike  out  a 
large  portion  of  its  allegations^  as  con- 
taining wholly  irrtlevatU  matter.  {Mo- 
Ovegor  agt.  McChegor^  ante,  385.) 

4.  Upon  a  motion  to  strike  out  matters  in 
an  answer  for  irrelevancy^  which  is  the 
only  ground  stated  in  the  motion  papers, 
the  court  ought  not  to  consider, only  in- 
cideutiilly  any  other  question,  sucn  as 
whether  the  matter  eoi^ht  to  be  sincken 
out  forms  the  whole  or  a  material  part 
of  a  defense  or  a  counter-claim.  These 
questions  only  properly  arise  upon  de- 
murrer, or  on  Uie  trial  of  the  actiom 
{Id.) 

5.  As  a  general  rule,  the  validitv  of  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  is  not  to  be  tested 
by  a  motion  to  strike  out.    (Id.) 

6.  Sham  and  irrelevant  defenses  may  be 
stricken  out,  and  matter  of  the  same  de- 
scripUon  may  be  stricken  out  on  mo- 
tion, or  may  give  occasion  for  a  motion 
for  judgment,  notwithstanding  the  an- 
swer. But  the  matter  must  hepaljcxUUjf 
sham  or  irrelevant    {Id.) 

ISSUES. 

1.  Issues  involving  a  charge  of  f^and 
should  be  framed  in  so  specific  a  form 
as  to  inform  the  party  charged  precise- 
ly what  he  is  required  to  meet  (  Wood 
agt.  Hayory  Ac.oj  New  York^  3  Alb.  N. 
8.  Am.) 

2.  Form  of  issues,  settled  for  jury  trial, 
in  an  action  by  a  municipal  corporation 
to  annul  a  lease  procured  to  the  corpor- 
ation, on  the  ground  of  fraud  practiced 
in  procuring  the  corporate  officers  to 
enter  into  it    {Id.) 

3.  On  the  trial  of  issues  of  fact  in  an 


equity  case,  the  court,  in  the  exerdse 
of  a  sound  discretion,  may  submit  to 
the  jury  additional  issues  arising  upon 
the  proofs  and  material  to  the  final  de- 
termination. (Farmers'  and  Mechanic^ 
Bank  agt.  Joslyny  37  N.  Y.  R.  3d3.) 

JOINT  DEBTORS. 

1.  After  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  of  the 
marine  court  for  more  tnau  $25,  exclu- 
sive of  costs,  recovered  in  an  action 
commenced  by  the  service  of  prooees 
on  one  only  of  several  defendants  joint> 
ly  indebted,  has  been  filed  in  the  ofiice 
of  the  county  clerk,  the  plaintiff  may 
issue  a  summons  in  the  New  York  com- 
mon pleas  (under  section  ^^5  of  the 
Code  of  Procedure),  to  a  joint  debtor 
not  served,  requiring  him  to  show  canse 
why  he  should  not  be  bound  by  the 
judgment  ( Tvchnor  agt.  Kennedy,  3 
Abb.  N,  8.  387.) 

JOINT  STOCK  ASSOCIATION. 

1.  The  effect  of  the  statutes  of  the  stats 
of  New  York  relative  to  joint  stock  as- 
sociations, when  read  together,  is  to 
give  suoh  associations  all  the  qualitiea 
or  attributes  of  corporations,  except  the 
right  to  have  and  use  a  common  seaL 
( Waterhvry  agt.  Merchant^  Union  JEr^ 
press  Co.,  3  Abb.  N.  8.  163.) 

.  Proceedings  for  the  dissolution  of  )oint 
stock  associations,  in  cases  of  insolven- 
cy, are  to  be  conducted  mainly  accord- 
ing to  the  methods  emploj'ed  in  the  case 
ox  insolvent  corporations,  and  not  ac- 
cording to  those  derived  from  the  law 
of  bimple  partnership.    {Id,) 

3.  What  facts  will  constitute  a  case  of  in- 
solvency, such  as  will  warrant  Uie 
court,  on  the  application  of  a  stockhold* 
er  in  a  joint  stock  asi«ociation,  in  ap 
pointing  a  receiver  and  decreeing  a 
winding  up  of  the  association.    {Id.) 


JUDGMENT. 

1.  The  defendant  served  an  offer,  under 
section  385  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
to  allow  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  for 
a  specifiea  sum  The  ofl*er  not  being 
accepted,  he  served  an  auHwer  setting 
up  a  counter-claim.  On  the  trial  the 
counter-claim  was  allowed,  and   the 

{)laintiff  recovered  judgment  for  a  sum 
ess  than  the  amount  named  in  the  offer. 
Tbe  agpegate,  however,  of  the  amount 
for  which  he  recovered  jndgment  and 
the  counter-claim  extinguished  by  the 
judgment,  exceeded  the  amount  named 
in  tiie  offer:    J2<M,  that  the  plaintiff 
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waa  entitled  to  costs.  The  recovery 
was  more  favorable  than  the  offer,  in 
asmnch  as  it  benefited  the  plaintiff  bv 
eztingnishing  the  coanter-claim,  as  well 
as  by  entitling  him  to  the  dominal  sum 
awarded.  ( Tompkins  agt.  Lcea,  3  Ahh. 
N.  S,  267.) 

2.  Where  a  sum  of  money  bad  been  paid 
on  account  of  a  judgment,  to  the  orig- 
inal owner,  before  an  assignment  there- 
of to  subsequent  assignees,  and  without 
their  knowledge;  and  such  assignees 
assigned  to  a  purchaser,  for  a  consider- 
ation, not  only  the  judgment  itself,  but 
also  "  all  sums  collected  thereon,"  and 
all  collateral  securities  therefor  held  by 
them  or  their  attorney,  or  any  one  for 
their  benefit,  and  in  case  of  its  prior 
payment,  discharge  or  transfer,  the  pro- 
ceeds or  price  of  any  settlement  or  sale 
of  the  same  4  but  warranted  to  the  pur- 
chaser their  title  thereto  and  power  to 
transfer  it  to  the  extent  of  the  consid- 
eration paid,  only ;  and  all  their  respon- 
sibility arising  out  of  such  assignment 
and  warranty  was  to  end  in  ninety  days, 
unless  within  that  time  notice  of  the 

Sound  of  their  liability  waa  given  to 
em:  Beld,  I.  That  the  second  as- 
signee could  recover  of  the  assignors 
the  same  propoilion  of  the  consideration 
money  paid  by  him,  and  interest,  as  the 
amount  paid  to  the  original  plaintiff  in 
the  judgment,  on  account  of  it,  bore  to 
the  amount  due  on  such  judgment,  and 
interest,  but  no  more.  2.  That  this  was 
an  equitable  rule,  analogous  to  that  ap- 
plied to  a  purchase  of  a  particular  piece 
of  real  estate  by  measurement,  when  it 
falls  short  of  the  supposed  area — ^being 
a  case  of  mutual  mistake,  admitting  of 
compensation,  rather  than  a  failure  of 
title,  or  any  internal  and  secrect  defect 
in  the  ci^mmodity  sold.  {Fumiss  agt 
Ftrtpu»n,  3  BohL  269.) 

3.  There  is  no  such  thing  permissible  as 
an  interlocutory  judgment,  in  any  case. 
The  only  judgment  authorized  or  per- 
mitted by  the  Code  is  a  "  final  determ- 
ination of  the  rifihts  of  the  parties  to 
to  the  action.**  {BeliMnt  agt.  Ponntrt^ 
3  Roht.  693.) 

4.  Ko  judgment  can  now  be  considei'ed 
as  final,  which  expressly  reserves  any 
question  whatever  tor  future  consider- 
ation and  determination  by  the  court. 
{Id.) 

5.  A  determination  in  writing,  entered  as 
a  judgment,  in  which  not  only  the  ques- 
tion of  costs  is  expressly  reserved,  but 
which  contemplates  and  provides  for 
further  action  by  the  court,  upon  the 
coming  in  of  the  report  of  a  referee  ap- 
pointed by  it,  is  not  the  final  judgment 
of  the  coarty  bat  is  at  most  an  order,  and 


will  be  vacated  and  set  aside,  on  motion, 
so  far  as  it  purports  finally  to  adjudicate 
and  determme  the  rights  of  the  parties. 
{Id.) 

6.  But  so  much  of  it  as  orden  a  reference, 
may  be  permitted  to  stand,  so  as  to  save 
to  the  parties  the  trouble  and  expense 
of  a  re-examination  of  the  witnesses 
upon  questions  which  they  have  already 
answered.    {Id,) 

7.  In  an  action  tried  by  a  court  without  a 
jury,  the  only  guide  for  the  entry  of 
the  judgment  by  the  clerk  is  the  formal 
decision  filed  by  the  judge  before  whom 
it  was  tried,  containing  his  findinss  of 
fact.  iLoesckigk  agt.  Addison^  3  MobL 
331.) 

8.  So  held  where  merely  certain  convey- 
ances and  transfers  were  adludged  in  a 
decision  not  to  be  void,  and  one  to  be 
void ;  and  in  the  judgment  entered  an 
additional  conveyance  was  adjudged  to 
be  void,  a  receiver  was  ordered  to  be 
appointed,  to  whom  certain  defendants 
were  ordered  to  release  their  interest, 
and  costs  were  awarded.    (Id.) 

9.  If  the  clerk,  in  entering  the  judgment 
pursuant  to  section  267  of  the  Code  oi 
Procedure,  deviates  from  the  decisum, 
the  judgment  must  be  set  aside.    {Id, ) 

10.  If  such  decision  do  not  dispose  of  all 
the  issues  in  an  action,  a  new  trial  must 
be  ordered.    {Id.) 

11.  After  the  trial  of  the  issues  in  an  ac- 
tion, an  adj  neat  ion  was  made  by  a  jus- 
tice of  this  court,  at  a  special  term,  al- 
lowing the  iplaintiffiive  days  after  notice 
thereof,  to  sign  and,  file  a  stipulation 
containing  certain  matters,  ana  in  case 
the  plaintiff  should  refuse  to  sign-  such 
stipulation,  it  was  adjvdged  that  the 
complaint  should  be  dismissed,  Ate: 
Eela,  that  this  adjudication,  not  being 
final  until  the  expiration  of  five  days 
after  it  was  pronounced,  there  was  not, 
at  the  time  it  was  made,  a  final  deter- 
mination of  the  rights  of  the  parties, 
from  which  on  that  day  an  appeal  could 
have  been  taken ;  and  that  consequent- 
ly it  was  irregular  to  file  a  judgment 
record  in  the  action  the  same  day. 
{BuiU^  agt  Niks,  3  BobL  644.) 

12.  That  in  analogy  to  the  old  common 
law  practice,  the  direction  was  a  judg^ 
ment  nisi,  or  according  to  the  equity 
practice,  a  decretal  order^  not  a  finuU 
decree.    {Id.) 

13.  Held,  also,  that  after  the  expiration 
of  the  time  given  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
non-compliance  with  the  direction,  no 
further  action  on  the  part  of  the  court 
or  any  judge  thereof,  was  necessary 
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the  defendant  becoming  entitled,  bj  the 
very  terms  of  the  order,  to  iadgment  of 
dumisaal.    (/d.; 


JUDICIAL  SALE. 

1.  A]  though  a  puhlie  judicial  salt  of  yaln- 
able  city  lots  is  not  void  because  it 
takes  place  on  an  decliati  day  of  a  city 
charter  election,  yet,  where  it  appears 
that,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  the 
sale  was  made  on  a  day  most  nnfaTora- 
ble  to  a  large  gathering,  and  after  a 
written  notice  to  the  referee  from  the 
defendant,  the  person  to  be  most  affect- 
ed by  it,  that  be  wonid  consider  it  "  un- 
just and  oppressiye ;"  that  the  lots  were 
sold  in  an  order  contrary  to  the  defend- 
ant's directions  and  wishes,  and  appa 
rentiy  detrimental  to  his  interests,  and 
under  circnmstanoes  which  gave  rise  to 
apprehensions  that  free  competition  was 
interfered  with,  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside  and  a  re- sale  ordered.  [King  agU 
Plait,  ante,  23.) 

S.  A  permn  at  a  judicial  sale  cannot  be 
compelled  vo  take  title,  when  a  person 
who,  if  living,  would  have  an  interest 
in  the  property,  is  not  proven  to  be 
dead,  merely  because  sncn  person  has 
been  ab«ent,  unheard  of,  for  seven 
years.  The  presumption  of  death, 
arising  from  such  absence,  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient nasis  for  the  tide.  {McDerwu>U 
agt  McDermott,  3  Abb.  If.  8.  451.) 

3.  A  iadictal  sale  of  property  in  the  city 
of  New  York  on  the  day  of  the  charter 
election  is  not  for  that  reason  void.  A 
judicial  sale  is  not  the  business  of  a 
court,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Be- 
vised  Statutes,  declaring  that  no  court 
shall  be  opened  or  transact  any  busi- 
ness in  any  city  or  town  on  the  day  of 
elections.  (1  B,  8.  &th  ed.  148,  6&  4,  5.) 
{King  agt  PlaU,  37  If.  T.  R.  IdS.) 

4.  Where  a  party  directly  interested  in 
the  price  which  the  property  to  be  sold 
at  a  judicial  sale  shall  bring  requests 
that  the  sale  shall  not  take  place  on 
election  day,  and  that  if  it  do  so  he 
would  consider  it  "  unjust  and  oppres- 
sive ;"  and  also  makes  a  reasonable  re- 
quest as  to  the  order  in  which  the  par- 
cels shall  be  sold,  with  a  view  to  en- 
hancing the  price  it  may  bring,  which 
requests  are  disregarded  witliout  any 
apparent  good  cause,  and  the  plaintiff 
bios  in  the  property,  the  court,  looking 
into  these  and  similar  circiuistances, 
will  be  justified  in  setting  aside  the 
proceeOing  and  ordering  a  new  sale* 

5.  Occupying  a  position  of  advantase,  It 
behooves  a  plaintiff  to  pursue  his  'rem« 


edy  with^  scrupulous  care,  not  to  inflict 
nnneeessaiy  injur^r  on  the  party  withm 
his  power ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  a  court 
to  see  that  its  process  is  not  made  nor 
necessarily  opprsssive.    {Id.)  ' 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  The  ninth  section  of  "An  act  relating 
to  the  metropolitan  board  of  health, 
and  to  the  duties  and  powers  of  the 
commissioners  of  said  board  and  the 
salaries  of  their  subordinate,  passed  in 
1867,  provides  as  follows:  **No  pre- 
liminary injunction  shall  be  granted 
against  the  metropolitan  board  oihealth, 
or  of  police,  or  its  or  their  officers,  or 
against  the  oommiasioners  of  said  bwrd 
in  their  capacity  as  a  board  of  excise,  or 
against  the  last  named  board,  except  by 
the  supreme  court,  at  a  special  or  gene- 
ral term  thereof, after  service  of  atieaat 
ei^ht  days*  notice  of  a  motion  for  such 
injunction,  together  with  copies  of  the 
papers  on  which  the  motion  for  such 
mjunction  is  to  be  made."  {Bwnkam 
agt  Actum,  omU,  48.) 

2.  Held,  that  this  is  a  pvhlic,  and  not  a 
private  or  local  law,  and,  therefore,  not 
exposed  to  the  constatutional  objection 
of  containing  other  subjects  than  those 
expressed  in  its  title.    {Id.) 

%.  The  act  creating  the  metropolitan  sani- 
tanr  district  is,  essentially,  t^  penal  law, 
and  therefore  is  a  public  aciL    {Id.) 

4.  This  act  of  1867,  being  oonstltutionally 
valid,  it  deprives  this  court  of  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  any  motion  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  the  boards  and  officers 
named  in  it    {Li.) 

5.  Courts  of  equity  have  jurisdiction  to 
call  upon  executors  and  administrators 
to  acoount  Such  power  was  frequently 
exercised  by  the  late  court  of  chancery, 
although  the  surrogate  had  jurisdiction 
over  such  proceemngs.  {vhritty  agt 
lAbby,  ante,  119.) 

6.  The  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  dty 
and  eounty  of  New  York  has  the  same 
{urisdiction  exerdsed  by  the  late  conii 
of  chancery  in  actions,  when  the  de- 
fendant resides,  or  is  personally  served 
with  a  summons,  within  the  city  of 
New  York.    {Id.) 

7.  The  Bevised  Statutes  do  not  confer  on 
the  suiTOgatecrclnAM  jurisdiction  over 
proceedings  to  compel  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  collectors  to  account; 
an  action  for  such  accounting  may  be 
brought  in  the  court  of  common  pleas 
of  the  city  and  county  of  New  York. 
{Id.) 

8.  TheiitkitAparioftKeeinigMnithdL 
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the  allegatioiiB  in  the  body  of  the  com- 
plaint BQoald  control  the  title,    {Id,) 

9.  The  act  entitled  "An  act  to  enable  the 
board  of  siipervlBora  of  the  county  of 
New  York  to  raim  money  by  tax  for 
the  use  of  the  corporation  of  tne  city  of 
New  York,  and  m  relation  to  the  ex- 
penditure uiereof ;  and  to  provide  for 
the  auditing  and  jayment  of  unsettled 
claima  against  said  city,  in  relation  to 
actions  at  law  ajrainst  daid  corporaUon," 
passed  April  i23,  1867,  is  a  public  tUU- 
uUf  and  need  not  he  pleaded  to  give  the 
court  jurisdiction  to  notice  it.  [Brett 
agt.  Mayor ^  <Bc.  N,  T,  antej  130.) 

10.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power  to 
grant  an  injunction  order  in  one  action, 
staying  proceedings  in  anoUier  action 
pending  in  the  same  court;  nor  in  an- 
other  court  having  full  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  matter.  '{Schell  agt  JSrit 
Sailway  Co,  ante,  438.) 

11.  National  banks  doing  business  in  one 
state  are  not,  as  such,  exempt  from  lia- 
bility to  be  sued  in  the  courts  of  another 
state.  {Cooke  agt  Slate  National  Bank 
o/Bottonj  3  Abb.  If.  8.  339.) 

13.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  sustain  a 
bill  against  parties  residing  within  its 
jurisdiction,  in  respect  of  property  and 
claims  thereto  which  they  hold  merely 
as  agents  of  a  foreign  government 
over  whom,  unon  general  principles  oi 
intermitiooal  law,  the  courts  could  ex- 
ercise no  jurisdiction.  The  claimants  in 
such  case  have  no  redress  in  the  courts 
of  justice  of  this  country;  but  any 
wrong  done  them  (if  not  a  caeiu  belli) 
must  be  subject  of  diplomatic  negotia- 
tion between  the  government  of  the 
United  States  and  the  foreign  principal. 
{Leavitt  agt  DaJbney,  3  Abb.  N.  S.  469.) 

13.  Neither  the  treaties  of  1830  and  1860, 
between  the  United  States  and  Turkey, 
nor  the  acts  of  coi^ross  respecting  con- 
suls, operate  to  confer  upon  American 
consuls  residing  in  Turkey  jurisdiction 
to  adjudge  civil  causes.  {Dainew  agt 
AlUn,  3  Abb,  N.  S.  212.) 

14.  Where  proceedings  before  an  inferior 
tribunal  ase  attacked  collaterally,  great 
latitude  of  constructiones  to  be  indulged 
in  support  of  jurisdiction.  {Pratt  agt 
Bogarautf  49  Barb,  89.) 

JUSTICES'  COURTS. 

1.  Where  the  complaint  in  a  iostioe's 
court  specifies  several  unUwful  tres- 
passes, upon  certain  lands  of  the  plaiii- 
tiif  descnoed  therein,  and  the  defendant 
interposes  a  plea  of  title  as  to  a  parcel  I 
of  the  lands  only,  the  plaintift  may  avoid  I 


the  plea  by  an  amendment  of  his  com- 

Slaint     {Skull  agt   Grem,  49  Barb. 
11.) 

2.  Where  the  defendant's  plea  of  title 
covers  only  a  parcel  of  toe  land,  Uie 
justice  may  discontinue  as  to  that  par- 
cel, and  try  the  action  as  to  the  alleged 
trespasses  upon  the  residue.    {Id,} 

3.  Where,  in  such  a  case,  the  action  was 
wholly  discontinued  by  the  justice,  and 
the  plaintiff,  on  a  trial  in  the  supreme 
oourt,  upon  the  same  state  of  the  plead- 
ings, recovered  damages  to  an  amount 
less  than  fifty  doUan,  for  trespasses 
committed  exclusively  upon  that  por- 
tion of  the  premises  not  covered  by  Uie 
plea  of  title :  Seld,  that  the  defendant, 
instead  of  the  plaintiff,  was  entitled  to 
costa.    {Id.) 

4.  If  the  defendant  is  in  the  actual  fona 
Hon  of  a  parcel  of  the  lands  described 
in  the  complaint,  it  is  unnecessary  for 
him  to  plead  title  thereto  in  a  justice's 
court,  as  his  possession  will  be  a  suffi- 
cient protection  against  any  claim  of  the 
plaintiff  for  an  unlawful  entry  or  tres- 
pass on  that  parceL    {Id. ) 

5.  A  right  of  way  across  the  land  of  an- 
other, for  the  purpose  of  going  to  and 
from  a  cemetery,  is  an  easement — au 
interest  in  land — and  affects  the  title  to 
land ;  and  such  title  cannot  be  tried  in 
a  justice's  court  {AUeman  out,  Deu, 
49  Barb.  641.) 

6.  Where  a  summons  in  an  action  in  a 
justice's  oourt  is  returnable  on  the  day 
of  a  general  election,  and  there  is  no 
appearance,  the  justice  acquires  no  jur- 
isdiction— not  even  to  adjourn  the  pro- 
ceedings to  another  day.  {People  ex 
rel.  Monday  agt.  Schwariz,  3  Abb,  N,  8. 
395.) 

7.  A  judgment  entered  upon  such  ad* 
jotimed  day  may  be  reversed  on  certuh 
rari.    {Id,) 


LANDLOED  AND  TENANT. 

1.  The  provision  of  section  5  of  subdivis- 
ion 2,  of  the  act  of  April  3,  1849,  to 
amend  the  Revised  Statutes,  in  relation 
to  summary  proceedings  to  recover  the 
possession  of  land,  which  authorizes 
such  proceedings,  when  institated  be- 
fore a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  be  re- 
moved by  appeal  to  the  county  court, 
in  the  same  manner  and  with  like  effect, 
as  appeals  from  judgments  of  justices 
of  the  peace  in  ciyil  actions,  but  directs 
that  in  case  ot  api)eal  by  the  tenant,  in 
order  to  stay  the  issuing  of  a  warrant 
or  execution,  security  shall  also  be  giv- 
en for  the  payment  of  all  rent  accruing 
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or  to  accrae  npon  the  premises  sabse- 
qneut  to  the  application  to  the  jastice, 
does  not  apply — so  far  as  relates  to  a 
stay — to  proceedinn  instituted  against 
a  tenant  solely  on  ue  ground  that  he  is 
holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  his 
term.  ( Sixge  agt  HarpcMMM^  49  Barb. 
166.) 

2.  That  section  of  the  statute  does  not 
create  a  right  to  stay  the  issuing  of  the 
warrant  in  a  case  where  it  did  not  pre- 
viously exist,  but  it  merely  provides 
that  in  order  to  exercise  the  right  to 
stay,  in  cases  where  it  previously  ex> 
isted,  security  shall  be  given  as  therein 
prescribed.    {Id ) 

3.  An  appeal  to  the  county  court,  taken 
by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1849,  of  itself, 
merely  transfers  the  proceedings  to  the 
county  court  for  the  purpose  of  review, 
bat  does  not  aflfectthe  power  of  the  jus- 
tice to  issue  a  warrant  to  enforce  his 
judgment.    {Id.) 

4.  And  a  warrant  so  issued,  being  re^ 
lar  and  valid,  and  the  landlord  navmg 
been  put  into  possession  of  the  premises 
by  virtue  of  it,  he  is  jusdfied  in  usinff 
so  much  force  ad  is  necessary  to  defend 
himself  and  maintain  his  possession. 
{Id.) 

5.  And  in  an  action  against  him,  by  the 
tenant,  for  an  alleged  assault  and  bat- 
tery committed  in  repelling  the  attempt 
of  uie  tenant  to  re-enter,  the  onl v  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  is  whetner  the  aeiend- 
ant  used  an  excess^of  force.    {Id.) 

6«  Even  though  it  be  assumed  that  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  has  not  power  to  issue 
a  warrant  to  disposses  a  tenant  tifter  an 
appeal  b^  the  latter  to  the  county  court, 
yet  his  judgment,  until  reversed  or  set 
aside,  is  of  force  as  an  adjudication,  and 
it  determines  that  the  lease  has  expired 
and  the  landlord  is  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  premisses.  The  fact  that 
au  appeal  has  been  taken  do«fS  not  af- 
fect the  conclusive  nature  of  the  judg- 
ment as  a  bar,  while  it  remains  unre- 
versed. It  is,  therefore,  erroneous  to 
charge  that  the  judgment  ceased  to  be 
ret  judica  when  the  appeal  was  per- 
fected.   {Id.) 

7.  Where  the  landlord  and  owner  in  fee, 
claiming  that  the  term  has  expired,  en- 
ters without  process  and  without  force, 
during  the  temporary  absence  of  the 
tenant,  the  latter  has  no  right  to  take 
the  law  into  his  own  hands  and  attempt 
to  dislodge  the  former  by  force.  The 
landlord  being  in  the  actual  possession 
has  a  right  to  maintain  it,  and  to  use 
force,  if  necessary,  for  that  purpose. 
{Id,)  *^ 


8.  The  fact  that  a  tenant,  a^nst  whom 
summarv  proceedings  are  instituted  bv 
the  landlord,  to  recover  poseession  oi" 
the  premises,  has  a  good  aetense  to  the 
proceedings,  will  not  entitle  him  to  a 
writ  of  prohibition  to  reBtraiu  the  oiaff- 
istrate  from  entertaining  the  proceeo* 
ings.  {The  People  ex  rtL  Bean  agt. 
Sutedl,  49  Barb.  351.) 

9.  Althou^  it  be  plain  that  the  magiatrate 
cannot,  m  conformity  with  law,  decide 
in  fieivor  of  the  landlord^  he  is  not  there- 
by deprived  of  jurisdiction  over  the 
proceedings.    {Id.) 

10.  If  the  judge  has  jorisdiction  of  that 
class  of  proceedings,  he  cannot  be  pro- 
hibited from  adjud^ng  npon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  termination  or  expiration  of 
the  term.  It  cannot  be  assumed  that 
he  will  pronounce  an  erroneous  jndg^ 
ment.  On  the  contrary,  the  presump- 
tion of  law  is,  that  be  will  decide  cor- 
rectiy.    {Id.) 

11.  The  tenant  must  await  the  decision ; 
and  if  it  be  erroneous,  he  has  nis  rem- 
edy by  certiorari,  or  an  action  for  dam- 
ages.   {Id.) 

12.  Land  cannot  pass  by  a  conveyance, 
as  appurtenant  to  land.  {Matter  of  the 
If,  Jr.  C.  Railroad  Co,  agt.  The  Buffalo 
and  N.  T.  a»d  JJrie  &Utvad  (Jo,,  49 
Bwrb.  502.) 

13.  A  lessor  mav  maintain  an  action  on  a 
covenant  in  a  lease  of  a  famished  house 
executsd  bj  the  lessee,  to  pay  all  dam- 
ages accruing  to  the  house  or  furniture 
during  the  term,  notwithstanding  an 
agreement  contained  therein,  that  such 
damages  should  be  determined  by  a 
named  person,  where  his  appraisal  of 
such  damages  may  be  void  for  want  of 
notice  of  time  or  place  of  such  appraise- 
ment {Morion  agt.  Cameron.  3  BobL 
189.) 

14.  It  is  a  subject  of  defense  and  recoup- 
ment, in  an  action  for  rent,  that  prem- 
ises demised  for  die  purpose  of  keeping 
a  respectable  boardmg  house  therein 
had  been  previously  occupied,  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  lessor,  without  dis- 
closing it,  as  a  house  of  iU-fame,  and 
continued,  faAer  such  demise,  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  to  be  subject  to  nightly 
visits  at  all  hours,  from  disreputable 
persons  of  both  sexes,  to  the  annovanoe 
and  disturbance  of  the  tenant,  and  Drink- 
ing reproach  and  disgrace  upon  herself 
and  famihr,  thus  defeating  the  purposes 
and  uses  for  which  she  rented  the  house, 
and  forciuff  her  to  abandon  her  boaness 
therein.  {Staplet  agt.  Anderaon,  3  BohU 
327.) 

15.  Where,  in  tach  an  action,  the  defend- 
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ant  set  np  as  a  defense,  the  bad  character 
of  the  house,  arising  from  its  former 
mode  of  occnpation,  which  obliged  her 
to  abandon  it;  and  the  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff,  although 
knowing  that  his  house  had  a  bad  re- 
pnce,  did  not  disclose  the  ftust  to  the  de-  ]^ 
lendant,  bat  represented  that  the  prem- 
ises were  '*  a  good  place ''  to  let  out  fur- 
nished rooms  to  gentlemen :  ffeld^  that 
the  question  of  fact  as  to  the  character 
of  the  house,  at  the  time  of  the  letting, 
being  known  to  the  plaintiff,  and  his 
fidse  representalions  or  frandulent  con- 
cealment thereof  from  the  defendant, 
should  have  been  snbmitted  to  the  jory, 
instead  of  direGtizu[  them  to  find  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff    (Id.) 

16.  Where  an  affidavit  upon  which  sum- 
mary proceedings  to  dispossess  a  tenant 
are  founded  is  true,  and  in  proper  form  2. 
to  give  jurisdiction,  the  proceedings 
regular  and  taken  with  the  tdnanvs 
knowledge,  and  he  omits  to  paj  the 
rent  cUiiued,  and  there  is  no  alle^don 
of  either  fraudulent  representation  or 
concealment  by  the  landlord,  to  induce 
the  tenant  to  aostain  from  paying  such 
rent,  in  order  to  allow  the  former  to 
avoid  the  lease  by  procuring  a  warrant 
of  dispossession,  any  right  of  the  ten- 
ant to  an  ii^nnction  order  enjoining 
snob  proceedings  can  only  rest  either 
on  a  eotitmci  or  an  estoppel  {Spring- 
itetn  agt  Powertf  3  BobL  483.) 

17.  If  the  proceedings  are  regular  and 
free  from  all  fraud  or  surprise,  and  the 
warrant  is  obtained  on  notice  to  the 
tenant,  and  on  his  omission  to  pay  the 
rent  due,  nothing  short  of  a  contract 
founded  on  a  snmci««nt  consideration, 
by  the  lessor,  not  to  dispossess  him  by 
^e  warrant,  or  else,  after  removing 
him,  to  give  him  a  new  lease^  upon 
definite  terms,  so  as  to  confer  a  right  to 
continue  in  possession,  can  prevent  the 
legal  oonaequencee  of  issoing  such  a 
writ.    [Id.) 

LAPSE. 

1.  Where  the  testator  devised  certain 
parts  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  to 
a  brother  and  sister,  who  died  daring 
the  lifetime  of  the  testator,  such  por- 
tions or  tfhares  lapsed,  and  were  to  be 
disposed  of  as  in  case  of  intestacy.  ( €hiU 
agt.  Brouwer,  ^If.T.B.  549.) 

3.  Where,  hj  the  terms  of  the  will,  one 
of  the  aevisees,  who  was  to  take  a  life 
estate  on  the  residue  of  the  estate  of  the 
testator,  died  during  the  life  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  DO  disposition  was  made  of 
the  inheritance  by  the  will,  when  ail 
the  particular  estate  created   by  the 
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will  had  terminated,  the  distri 
will  be  as  in  case  of  intestacy.    (Id.) 

LEASE. 

A  lease  taken  by  A.  in  trust  for  a  cor^ 
poratiun  thereafter  to  be  formed  creates, 
on  the  formation  of  such  corporation, 
and  upon  its  receiving  an  assignment 
of  Bucn  lease,  with  knowledge  of  the 
terms  upon  which  it  whs  executed  and 
received  from  the  lessor  by  A.,  a  lia- 
bility in  equity,  on  the  part  of  such  cor- 
poration, to  pay  the  rent  to  the  lessor; 
and  such  liability  cannot  be  avoided  by 
a  transfer  of  the  lease,  by  the  corpora- 
tion, to  B.  (Van  Schaack  agt  The. 
Third  AvenvA  Jtailroad  Company .  49 
Bwrh.  409.) 

The  Buffalo,  New  Tork  and  Erie  Kail- 
road  Company,  by  a  lease  dated  Febru- 
ary 27,  1863,  demised,  for  the  term  of 
490  years,  to  the  New  Tork  and  Erie 
Bailroad  Company,  "  the  railroad  of 
the  party  ot  the  first  part  including  its 
branch  freight  track,  ana  all  the  land 
of  the  party  of  the  first  part  situate 
within  and  from  the  city  01  Buffalo  to 
and  within  the  Tillage  01  Coming  *  * 
upon  or  across  which  its  said  railroad, 
or  any  part  thereof,  or  its.  machine 
shops,  warehouses,  freight  or  passen^r 
depot  buildings,  car  houses,  engine 
houses,  or  other  shops  or  buildings  are 
constructed,  within  or  between  the 
places  aforesaid,  and  all  the  rights, 
title  and  interest  which  the  said  party 
of  the  first  parf  has  in  or  to.  the 
nse  of  any  wharves  or  docks  in  said 
city,  or  in  or  to  any  other  branch  txack 
o^racks  used  by  or  in  connection  with 
the  said  railroacl,  together  with  the  ap- 
purtenances thereunto  belonging."  At 
the  date  of  this  lease  a  strip  of  land  240 
feet  in  length  by  30  in  breadth,  situate 
in  Buffalo,  the  title  of  which  was  in  the 
lessor,  was  in  the  actual  possession  of 
another  railroad  company,  and  had 
been  for  some  ten  years,  and  was  used 
by  the  latter  company  for  its  tracks  and 
other  railroad  purposes.  It  had  never 
been  used  by  the  lessor  in  connection 
wiUi  the  operating  of  its  railroad,  nor 
was  it  necessary  for  that  purpose. 
Held^  that  the  strip  in  (question  was  not 
included  in  the  description  of  the  thing 
demised,  yiz.,  the  "railroad"  of  the 
lessor;  nor  was  it  embraced  by  the 
words  **all  the  lands"  of  the  lessor 
"upon  or  across  which  its  said  rail- 
road," &<v,  "  are  constructed,''  the  rail- 
road not  having  been  constructed  upon 
or  across  it;  nor  did  it  pass  as  an  op- 
vurtenance  to  the  railroad  of  the  lessor. 
{Matter  of  the  New  York  Central  Bail- 
road  Companjf  agt  TAs  B^ffdh  and 
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New  York  and  Srit  Bailroad  Company , 
49  Barb.  501.) 


9L  A  oov«iiaiit,  on  the  part  of  the  I 
in  a  lease, "  to  keop  the  boildings  and 
fences  in  good  repair,  except  natnral 
wear  and  tear^"  binds  them  to  reboild 
in  case  of  accidental  destruction  by  lire 
or  otherwise.  {Mclntoth  agt  Lown,,  49 
Barb,  550.) 

4.  Where  a  lease  contained  sen^n  distinct 
independent  covenants,  the  third  of 
which  was  to  keep  the  buildings  and 
fences  in  repair,  and  the  seventh  to 
build,  during  .the  continuance  of  the 
lease,  125  r^  of  fence :  ffeldt  that  a 
former  action  br  the  lessor  upon  the 
last  covenant,  for  not  building  the 
fence,  was  not  a  bar  to  an  action  sub- 
sequeutlj  brought  upon  the  covenant 
to  repair ;  the  two  covenants  being  dis- 
tinct, and  having  no  oonneciion  with 
each  other,  except  that  they  were  con- 
tained in  and  evidenced  by  the  same  in- 
strument,   (/(i.) 

LEQAL  TENDEB  NOTES. 

].  Legal  tender  notes,  issued  under  the 
act  of  congress  of  February  S25,  1862. 
are  not  exempt  from  state  or  munietpal 
taxation.  They  are  the  money  of  the 
country,  and  liable  to  taxation,  like  the 
other  money  of  the  countrv*  {Thg 
People,  dbc.  agt  The  Board0f  J^perntoft 
of  New  York,  ST  N.  Y.  B.  21.) 

LFOISLATUBE. 

1.  The  act  of  1866  {cK.  64),  creating  the 
'^Metropolitan  sanitary  district  (#  the 
state  of  New  York,"  is  constitotional. 
( The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Health  agt 
Jacob  HeiiUr,  37  N,  Y,  B.  661.) 

2.  The  legislature  have  the  power  to  es- 
tablish new  civil  divisions  of  the  state, 
embracing  the  whole  or  parts  of  differ- 
ent counties;  and  when  so  established, 
section  two,  article  ten  of  the  state 
constitution  is  not  applicable  to  such 
divisions.  The  People  agt  Draper  ( 15 
y.  Y.  B.  532)  oMrmed  and  approved, 
;jd.) 

3.  Neither  is  the  act  referred  to  in  viola- 
tion  of  the  provision  of  the  constitution 
which  declares  that  the  "  trial  by  jury, 
in  all  cases  in  which  it  has  been  here- 
tofore used,  shall  remain  inviolable  for- 
ever;" nor  of  that  article  which  pro- 
vides that  "  no  person  shaU  be  depnved 
of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due 
process  of  law."  No  property  or  per- 
son is  injured  by  this  act    {Id.) 

4.  A  jury  has  not  been  the  ordinary 


tribunvl  to  determine  noon  (jnestions 
affecting  the  public  healtn^  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1846^ 
{Id) 

5.  The  power  to  be  exercised  by  the 
board  upon  the  subjects  in  cjuestion  is 
administrative,  rather  than  jadidal,  in 
its  oharaeter.    {LL) 


LIBEL. 

1.  Although,  in  actions  for  defiunation, 
greater  liberality  is  practiced  in  eon- 
struing  supposed  defamatory  words 
when  they  are  spoken  than  wnen  con- 
tained in  written  or  printed  artides, 
yet  in  both  cases  it  is  entirely  a  ouea- 
tion  of  intent  as  to  the  sense  m  wnich 
they  are  used.  {BdmU  agt  Brooby  3 
BobLQIM,) 

• 

• 

2.  Although  every  one  is  presumed  to  use 
the  words  of  a  language  in  their  ordi- 
nary import  among  all  those  who  com- 
monly employ  it  as  a  vehicle  of  ideas, 
yet,  where  some  words  have  by  local 
usage  acquired  a  distinct  and  peculiar 
meaning,  they  may  be  presumed  to 
have  been  uttered  or  published  in  that 
sense ;  and  if  such  usaoe  be  averred  in 
the  pleading  and  evidence  introduced 
to  sustain  it,  the  sense  in  which  snch 
words  were  used  in  a  publication  in 
that  locality  should  be  submitted  to  the 
jury.    {Id,) 

3.  So  hdd  in  an  action  for  libel,  npoa  a 
publication  respecting  the  piaintii^wbo 
had  been  a  police  officer,  made  by  (be 
defendants  in  a  newspaper  edited  by 
them  in  the  city  of  New  York,  headed 
"  BlaehawUvikg  by  a  poUetman,**  which 
consisted  of  a  statement  of  a  dismissal 
of  the  plaintiff  as  snch  policeman  *'oii 
charges  of  bladBmaH,  preferr^  against 
hia  by  eitisens  in  three  d^tinet  cases; 
of  a  detailed  account  of  a  receipt  by  the 

Slaintiff,  from  three  several  persons 
eeiffnated  by  name,  who  had  been  de- 
frauded of  money,  of  sums  paid  by  each 
of  them  voluntarily  to  him,  for  his  aid 
as  an  officer  in  recoverinff  saeh  moneys ; 
and  an  allegation  of  nis  trial  upon 
char^  preferred  against  him  for  soeh 
receipt  before  the  Board  of  Metiopoli- 
tan  Police,  and  their  consequent  dkmis- 
sal  of  him  from  office ;  where  a  local 
meaning  of  the  word  blademaUitig  cor- 
renmnoing  with  the  plaintiff's  condaet 
had  been  all^g^  by  the  answer,  and 
sustained  by  evidence  on  the  triaL  {Id\ 

4.  The  ordinary  meaning  of  the  word 
UaekmaU,  and  the  decision  in  this  osse 
in  2  Bobertaom^  29,  commented  on  and 
eacplained.    {lid) 
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LIEN. 

\  llie  statute  of  April,  1860  {8eu,  Laws 
1860,  ck.  446,  p.  771)  only  oives  the 
keeper  of  a  howrdmg  houm  a  lien  npon 
and  right  to  detain  the  baggage  and 
effects  of  a  boarder  for  the  amount 
-which  may  be  due  hy  Am,  to  (he  same 
extent  ana  in  the  same  manner  as  inn- 
keepers have  them.  {Shafer  agt.  ^icett, 
anUy  184.) 

3.  Thns  limiting  the  lien  to  that  for  board 
aetnally  dne^  and  not  including  board  to 
become  dne  under  an  agreement  to  board 
in  future.    {Id.) 

3.  Nor  can  the  act  be  extended  to  any 
other  indd>tedneee,  nor  to  any  demand 
not  due  at  the  time  of  the  detention. 

<ia.) 

4.  A  nuiratime  lien  can  only  exist  upon 
morable  things  engaged  in  navigation, 
or  upon  things  which  are  the  subjects 
of  commerce  on  the  high  seas  or  navi- 
^ble  waters.  {Galena  Packet  Co,  agt 
Mock  Island  B.  B,  Bridge,  ante,  190.) 

5.  Such  a  Hen  may  arise  with  reference 
to  yessels,  steamers  and  rafts,  and  upon 

foods  and  merchandise  carried  by  them, 
lut  it  cannot  arise  upon  anything 
which  is  fixed  and  immovable,  like  a 
wharf,  a  bridge,  or  real  estate  of  any 
kind.    {Id.) 

6.  Though  bridm  and.wbaires  may  aid 
commerce  by  ncilitating  intercourse  on 
land,  or  the  dis^haige  of  caigoea,  they 
are  not  in  any  sense  subjects  of  mara- 
time  liens.    {Id.) 


MANDAMUS. 

1.  Upon  the  refusal  of  the  county  treasurer 
.    to  issue  his  warrant  for  the  collection 

of  a  tax,  etc ,  a  proceeding  by  man- 
damus is  the  proper  remedy,  and  may 
be  instituted  oy  any  citiien  having  a 
common  interest  in  Uie  collection  of  the 
tax.  {People  agt  Baleey,  37  N.  Y.  B. 
3U.) 

2.  The  rule  that  a  relator  in  a  writ  of 
mandamus  must  show  an  individual 
right  to  the  tbinff  asked  does  not  apply 
to  cases  where  uie  interest  is  common 
to  the  whol6  community.    {Id.) 

3.  The  granting  or  refusing  of  the  writ 
of  mandamus  is  a  matter  of  discretion. 
To  entitle  a  party  to  that  remedy,  there 
must  be  a  clear  fegal  right,  not  merely 
to  a  decision  in  respect  to  the  thing, 
but  to  the  thing  itself.  {The  People  ex 
reL  DnffBgi.  Booth,  49  Barb.  31.) 

4.  The  conit  majrexereise  a  discretionary 
power,  as  wellin  granting  as  in  reftising' 


a  mandamus;  as  where  the  end  is 
merely  a  private  riffht,  and  when  the 
granting  of  It  would  be  attended  with 
manifest  hardships  and  difficulties.  ( Ths 
People  ex  reL  Badsley  agt  The  Croton 
Aqueduct  Board,  49  Bar^.  259.) 

5.  This  discretion  should  be  exereised 
soundly,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
peculiar  cireumstances  of  the  casa  {Id.) 

6.  The  defendants  issued  proposals  for 
the  building  of  a  stone  tower,  engine 
house,  dLc,  under  a  statute  giving  them 
authority  for  that  purpose.  The  rela- 
tors were  the  lowest  bidders  for  the 
work;  but  the  defendants  refused  to 
award  the  contract  to  them,  or  to  any 
one  else,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  no 
appropriation  to  cover  the  expense  ex- 
isted ;  and  that  since  the  time  the  pro- 
posals were  received  thev  had  materi- 
ally changed  and  altered  tne  design  and 
character  of  the  work  to  be  done ;  and 
that  they  had  decided  that  the  public 
interests  re<^uired  that  the  work  should 
be  re-advertised  and  let  under  proposals 
framed  in  accordance  with  such  altera- 
tions, ffeld,  that  the  issuing  of  the  no- 
tice inviting  proposals  did  not,  alone 
and  of  itself,  bind  the  defendants  to 
award  the  contract  to  the  lowest  bidder, 
or  create  any  obligation  on  their  part 
to  award  it  at  all ;  but  that,  if  the  bids 
were  extmvagant,  or  far  beyond  the 
amount  of  the  contemplated  expendi- 
ture, they  might,  in  their  discretion,  re- 
ject them  altogether.    {Id.) 

7.  Beldj  alto,  that,  under  the  cireum- 
stances, it  would  not  be  a  proper  exer- 
cise of  judicial  power  to  grant  a  ina»- 
damue  to  compel  the  defendants  to 
award  the  contract  for  the  work  in 
question  to  the  relators.    {Id.) 


MARATIME  LIEN. 

1.  A  maratime  lien  can  only-  exist  upon 
movable  things  enraged  m  navigation, 
or  upon  things  whicn  are  the  subjects  of 
commerce  on  the  high  seas  or  naviga- 
ble waters.  {OaUna  Packet  Co.  flS;t 
Bock  leland  B.  B.  Bridge,  anU,  190.) 

2.  Such  a  lien  nviy  arise  with  reference 
to  vessels,  steamen  and  rafts,  and  upon 
goods  and  merchandise  carried  by  thenu 
But  it  cannot  arise  upon  anything 
which  is  fixed  and  immovable,  like  a 
wharf,  a  bridge,  or  real  estate  of  any 
kind.    {Id.) 

3.  Though  bridffes  and  wharves  may  aid 
commerce  by  facilitating  intereourse  on 
land,  or  the  discharge  of  caigoes,  they 
are  not  in  aav  sense  inbjeots  of  maiu- 
timt  liens.    (Id.) 
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KABBIAGE. 

1.  A  defeodftiit  who  has,  by  false  repre- 
■entations,  procured  a  marriage  be- 
tween himself  and  the  plaintiff;  when 
by  law  he  was  not  competent  to  enter 
into  the  marriage  contract,  is  liable  to 
her  in  damage,  {Blossom  agt  Barret. 
2a  N.T.B.  434.) 

2.  When  by  the  statute  the  said  attempted 
marriage  is  void,  the  plaintiff  may  main- 
tain her  action  against  the  fraudalent 
hosbi^id  without  first  procuring  a  for- 
mal annulment  of  the  contract    (/dL) 

3.  When  the  actioa  is  for  the  fraudolent- 
It  indneing  the  plaintiff"  to  marry  the 
defendant,  and  to  cohabit  with  him, 
etc.,  and  also  tor  an  assauitand  battery, 
each  of  which  causes  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  complaint,  the  defendant  failing 
to  demur  for  a  misjoinder,  cannot  take 
advantage  thereof  on  the  trial.    (Id, ) 

KABRIED  WOMEN. 

1.  Where  a  married  womoM  purchases 
real  estate  and  execntea  a  bond  and 
wiorlgage  to  secure  a  part  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  on  a  foradoaure  of  the 
mortgage  ap^  sale  of  such  property, 
her  separate  estate  is  chargeable  m 
equity  with  the  payment  of  any  defid- 
enof  on  sale.  Her  obligation  arising 
from  the  execution  of  the  bond,  was  for 
the  benefit  of  her  separate  estate.  And 
her  separate  estate,  as  a  tchoUf  becomes 
liable  for  any  indebtedness  contracted 
by  her  for  its  benefit.  {Ballin  agt. 
DUlaye,  ante,  216;  S,  C.  37  JV:  y7b, 
35.)  ■ 

2.  The  separate  estate  of  a  married  wo- 
man is  liable  for  a  deficiency  on  a  fore- 
closure  sale  of  mortgagee!  premises 
which  she  purchased,  and  asswned  to 

.  pay  tke  mortgage  as  a  part  of  the  consid- 
eration for  such  purchase.  (This  fol- 
lows ike  decision  xn  the  case  of  Ballin 
afft.  Dillaye^  ante,  p.  216.)  (I'lynn  agt. 
JPowerSf  afUe,  279.) 

3.  Where  such  married  woman  was  an 
infant  under  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
at  the  time  she  received  the  deed  and 
assumed  to  pay  the  mortgage :  BiUdy 
that  her  subsequent  acts  m  conveying 
the  premises  with  warranty  of  title  and 
taking  the  purchaser's  covenant  to  as- 
sume the  same  mortgage  which  she  had 
assumed;  and  also  her  appearance  by 
attorney  in  the  foreclosure  suit,  and 
no  question  of  infancy  beins  raised, 
was  an  affirmance  of  the  whole  trans- 
action which  established  her  liability, 
free  from  any  disability  of  infimcv. 
{Id.) 


4.  By  force  of  the  act  of  April,  1848,  for 
the  more  effectual  protection  of  the 
property  of  married  women,  as  amend' 
ed  in  1849,  the  disabUity  of  a  married 
woman  to  hold  and  convey  her  separate 
estate  is  removed,  and  she  is  Uierefore 
not  disabled  by  reason  of  her  coverture 
from  disaffirminir  her  voidable  deed 
of  such  estate.  {Mclhauie  agL  KadeL 
3  BobL  42;>.)  ^  ^ 

5.  A  deed  of  trust  executed  by  a  married 
woman,  while  an  infant,  in  conjunction 
with  her  husband,  is  voidable  by  her, 
on  attaining  her  majority.    (Id.) 

6.  If,  after  becoming  of  age,  she  executes 
an  instrument  under  seal,  revoking  and 
annulling  the  deed  of  trusty  and  Uaeie- 
upon  enters  upon  thepremisea  and  con- 
tinues in  possession,  this  will  invest  her 
with  a  good  and  complete  title  to  the 
premises^  notwithstanding  her  cover- 
ture.   (Id,) 

7.  The  execution  of  the  trust  deed  and  the 
instrument  of  revocation  by  the  husband 
is  immaterial.  As  he  has  no  estate  or 
interest  to  convey.  Uie  wife's  exeeuiion 
alone  is  sufficient.    {Id.) 

• 

8.  In  an  action  upon  a  promissory  notCr 
by  an  indorsee,  an  answer  allMnkg 
that  at  and  before  the  making  or  the 
note  the  defendant  was,  and  still  is,  a 
married  woman,  prima  fade  sets  up  a 
defense.  {Scudder  agt  Gori.  3  BobL 
661.) 

9.  Whatever  disabilities  have  been  re- 
moved by  statute  from  married  women, 
none  has  yet  enabled  her  to  give  ac- 
commodation notes  in  exchange  for 
otbcFB,  so  as  to  bind  herself  or  her  es- 
tate.   (Id.) 

10  The  law  permits  a  married  woman  to 
engage  in  trade,  and  renders  her  liable 
upon  notes  and  obligations  given  by 
her  in  the  course  of  her  business;  and 
does  the  same  with  her  obligations, 
given  with  the  intent  to  chaive  her 
separate  estate,  if  intended  to  benefit 
6ucb  estate.    (Id.) 

11.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  promis- 
sory note,  the  defendant  sets  up  as  a 
defense  that  she  was  and  is  a  married 
woman,  and  introduces  proof  on  the 
trial  tending  to  establiso  the  truth  of 
the  defense,  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 

Elaintiff,  showing  that  the  defendant 
as  sued  and  been  sued  separately  in 
her  own  name,  as  a  feme  «om,  and  that 
there  are  numeroiu  judgments  against 
her  individually,  is  admissible  to  prove 
that  she  was  a  feme  sole.    (Id.) 

12.  The  acts  of  1848  and  1849,  for  the 
more  efieetnal  protection  of  married 
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women,  did  not  remove  the  genernl 
diiabilitj  of  married  women  to  bind 
themflelves  by  contract.  But  the  pow- 
er of  Uioee  atatatea  carried  with  it,  also, 
the  power  to  charge  such  estates  sab- 
BtantiaUy  in  the  manner  and  to  the  ex- 
tent previonsly  authorized  by  the  rales 
of  eqaity  in  respect  to  separate  estates. 
{BaUin  agL  Dxllaye,  37  N.  T.  B,  35.) 

13.  The  separate  estate  of  the  wife  was 
chargeable  in  eqaitv  for  any  debt  she 
might  contract  on  tne  credit  of  or  for 
the  benefit  of  snch  estate;  and  under 
the  provisions  of  the  above  statutes,  it 
is  now  legally  liable  for  such  debts. 
{Id.) 


MANUFACTURING  CORPORA- 
TION. 

1.  lu  an  action  against  a  trutteeof  a  man- 
ufaetnring  corporation  incorporated  un- 
der the  general  law  of  the  state,  to  re- 
cover the  penalty — the  debt  contracted 
bv  the  corporation — ^for  neglecting  to 
file  an  annual  report  required  b^  said 
act,  the  complaint  is  fatally  defective 
where  it  does  not  allege  that  the  debt 
was  existing  at  ihs  time  the  default  was 
made  by  the  tmstees  to  file  their  report. 
{McHary  agt  JSastman,  aate,  205.) 

2.  Where  the  complaint  does  not  allege 
that  the  debt  agpAinst  the  corporaticm  is 
unpaid,  or  that  it  was  unpaid  when  the 
trustees  failed  to  make  their  report,  but 
avers  that  the  judgment  (which  was 
previously  recovered  against  the  cor- 
poration for  the  debt)  and  debt  have 
Deen  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
"  there  is  now  doe  to  the  plaintiff  from 
the  defendant  the  sum  of  $899.04,'*  the 
complaint  held  defective  within  the  case 
of  Chambers  agL  Lewis  (28  N.  T,  M, 
454).    {Id.) 

3.  The  complaint  in  such  an  action  must 
aiRO  allege  that  the  defendant  was  a 
trustee  at  the  time  of  the  default.  An 
allegation  that  he  has  at  all  times  been 
president  of  the  corporation,  although 
the  president  must  be  selected  fh>m  tie 
trustees,  and  is  neoessarily  a  trustee,  is 
not  sufficient  as  an  allegatioB  against 
him  as  trustee.  The  defendant  must  be 
sued  as  trustee,  and  not  as  president 
{Id.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

1.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  a  person- 
al injury  received  by  the  pUdntift  from 
the  wadding  of  a  cannon  negligently 
discharged  on  board  of  a  pleasure  yacht 
of  the  defSsndant,  by  one  of  its  orew, 
daring  the  absence  of  the  defendant^ 


and  in  violation  of  his  positive  general 
order,  the  plaintiff  cannot  sustain  his 
action,  where  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  cannon  was  fired  in  the  coarse  of 
any  employment  or  dutv  of  the  niuster 
of  the  yacht,  but  merely  as  a  salute  to 
another  yacht,  in  passing.  {Haack  agt 
Fearing^  ante,  459.) 

!•  Neither  can  the  action  be  sustained  on 
the  nx)nnd  that  in  permitting  the  mas- 
ter of  the  vessel  to  nave  the  possession 
and  custody  of  the  gun  and  ammunition, 
with  other  equipments  of  vhe  yacht,  the 
defendant  became  responsible  for  their 
careless  use.  Such  possession  and  con- 
trol cannot  create  or  imply  permission, 
much  less  authority  or  duty,  to  use  them 
in  the  face  of  positive  orders  of  the  de- 
fendant to  the  contrary.    {Id.) 

3.  The  defendant,  under  the  doctrine  of 
liability  of  master  and  servant,  would 
have  been  liable,  if  the  sailing-master 
had  injured  a  person  or  vessel  oy  care- 
less navigation  of  the  vocht  under  his 
charge,  as  that  would  have  occurred 
while  performing  the  duty  and  ordinary 
employment  of  a  sailing  master.    {Id.) 

4.  It  could  not  be  any  part  pf  the  duty 
of  sailing  or  taking  care  of  the  yacht, 
to  discharge  signal  guns  or  give  salutes. 
(McCuKK,  J.,  dissenting-:  abiding  thai 
%t  became  a  part  and  parcel  of  the  duties 
of  a  pleasure  yacht  crew^  and  a  universal 
custom,  to  observe  all  those  amenities  and 
civilities  which  can  by  possibility  pau 
between  gentlemen  able  to  affmd  such  lux- 
urits,  and  which  are  expected  to  be  ex- 
changedj  such  as  salutations  by  display- 
ing ftagSf  fring  guiUj  and  exchanging 
otAer  courtesies,  dbc)    {Id. ) 

5.  Ordinarily  an  emplover  is  not  liable 
for  injuries  to  one  of  nis  employees  oc- 
casioned by  the  negligence  of  another 
employee  engaged  m  the  same  general 
business.  Such  employees,  on  entering 
the  service,  take  upon  themselves,  as 
an  ineklent  to  the  hiring,  the  ordinary 
risks  and  dangers  arising  therein, 
which  includes  the  negligence  or  care- 
lessness  of  their  fellow  servants.  (Faulk- 
ner t^  The  Srie  Railway  Co.  49  Barb, 
324.) 

6.  No  distinction  arises  from  the  different 
grades  or  ranks  of  the  employees,  nor 
from  their  being  engaged  in  different 
kinds  of  work;  provided  the  services 
tend  to  acoompbsh  the  same  general 
purpose.    {Id^ 

7.  An  employer  is,  however,  responsible 
for  injuries  to  employees  arising  fh>m 
his  personal  neglect,  or  from  the  want 
of  ordinary  care  and  pradence  on  his 
part,  in  tine  selection  of  employees. 
IS.) 
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8L  A  master  is  not  liable  to  hisaenrant  for 
iniaries  sostained  by  the  latter  while 
Dung  machinery,  by  reason  of  its  im- 
perfect oonstraction,  in  the  emploj  of 
the  former,  where  the  servant  had  the 
same  means  of  knowledge  of  its  safety 
as  the  master,  and  nothing  occurred  at 
or  before  the  accident  to  indicate  any 
danger,  such  as  demanded  or  suggested 
precantions  which  were  omitted.  {Loo- 
mam  agt  Brockwa^,  3  BohL  74.) 

UECHAKIC8'  LIEN. 

1.  The  lien  which  a  contractor  for  the 
erection  of  a  building  acquires  by  filing 
a  notice  with  the  county  clerk,  under 
the  mechanics'  lien  law  {Law  of  1851. 
ch,  513K  attaches  only  to  the  legal 
right,  Utie  and  interest  of  the  owner, 
then  existing.  If.  previous  to  the  filinff 
of  inch  notice,  tne  owner  has  parted 
with  his  interest  in  the  property,  no 
lien  is  acquired.  {JBrni  agt  JSeedf  49 
Barb,  367.) 

3.  An  appeal  from  a  Judgment  under  the 
mechanics'  law  stays  <>nly  so  much  of 
the  proceedings  under  the  judgment  as 
a  judge  of  the  oourt  below,  or  a  judge 
of  the  appellate  oourt,  shall  order  to  be 
ao  stayed,  until  the  hearing  of  the  ap- 
peal.    (Van  Oleot  agt  Abbott^  3  ulM. 

3.  Under  a  |udgin«nt  exempting  property 
from  a  mechanic's  lien,  the  lien  may  be 
dischaiged  of  record,  notwithstanding 
an  appeal,  unless  proceedings  have 
been  so  stayed.    {Id.) 

MEBGEB. 

1.  The  mle  that,  although  there  is  a  unity 
of  two  estates  in  one  possession,  yet 
no  merger  will  take  place  if  the  circum- 
stances show  an  intent  to  maintain  the 
two  interests  distinct— applied  in  a  pe- 
culiar case.  {Skeehan  agt  HamHtcnt  3 
Ahb,  N,  S.  197.) 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  A  mortgage  given  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  secure  the  payment  of  its  bonds, 
a  bond  issued  by  the  company,  and  a 
certificate  indorsed  thereon,  stating  tluut 
such  bond  is  included  in  the  mortgage, 
are  all  to  be  construed  together  as 
parts  and  parcels  of  the  same  security. 
(Benjo'nMi  agt  Ths  Blmira,  Jjtffenon 
and  Canandaigua  JBailroad  Company. 
49  Barb.  4ii) 

2.  A  mortgage  executed  by  a  railroad 
company  upon  its  railroad,  with  th^ 
lands,  tracksi  boildings,  privileges  and 


franchises,  "  together  with  all  the  loeo- 
motivcd,  tenders,  care,  carriages,  tools 
and  machinery  owned  or  tkene^Her  to  be 
owned  by  the  company,  or  in  any  way 
appertaining  to  said  road  and  to  he 
used  thereon."  is  valid  in  equity,  in  re- 
spect to  subseqaentl/  acquired  pro- 
perty; and  a  decree  m  a  suit  brought 
to  foreclose  the  same,  declaring  such  to 
be  its  effect,  and  directing  a  sale  of  all 
the  propertjr  embraced  therein,  is  a  con- 
clusive abjudication  upon  thiat  point 
against  all  persons  parties  or  prrviea  in 
that  suit    (id.) 

3.  Persons  made  parties  to  a  foreclosure 
suit  as  subsequent  incumbrancers  by 
judgment  or  mort^a^,  whose  rights 
were  already  aoqmrf^,  and  existed  at 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  are 
bound  to  set  up  their  claims  and  aseeit 
their  rights  in  that  action,  at  the  peril 
of  being  cut  off  and  foreclosed,  in  re- 
spect to  such  claims.    {Id. ) 

4.  But  if  the  decree  in  such  action  were 
not  binding  upon  persons  made  paitiea 
as  snbseaneut  incumbrancers,  the  de- 
cision of  cue  court  upon  questions  raised 
and  litigated  by  other  parties,  as  io  the 
validity  and  effect  of  subsequent  in- 
eumbranoes,  is  re»  adJudiaUOf  and  the 
question  cannot  be  again  litigiUed  while 
such  decision  remains  unreversed.  {Id.) 

5.  If  individuals  are  made  parties  defend- 
ants to  a  foreclosure  suit  as  snbeequent 
incumbrancers,  that  is  sufficient,  as  re- 
spects the  conclusiveness  of  tiie  decree 
toerein,  whatever  may  be  the  nat^irs 
of  their  liens.  It  i"  of  no  consequence 
that  the  plaintiff  has  made  them  p«rtie8 
as  judgment  creditors,  when  they  hold 
a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property. 

6. 'Where  the  owner  of  land  purehases 
the  same  upon  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  existluff  prior  to  his  acquisi- 
tion of  the  tiUcj  this  wUl  ojly  give  him 
a  right  of  action  on  covenants  in  the 
deed  to  him  to  the  extent  of  the  amount 
paid  by  him  to  relieve  the  land  from 
the  burden  of  such  mortgageL  precisely 
as  if  no  foreclosure  had  taken  places 
{Cowdrtg  agt.  OoU,  3  SobL  2ia) 

MORTGAGEE. 

1.  It  is  a  general  rule  of  courts  of  equity 
that,  wnen  anythinff  is  due  to  a  mort- 
ga^ee  tii  xKwemoTi,  ne  will  not  be  de- 
prived 01  such  possession  by  any  ap- 
pointment of  a  raceiwr.  {BoUa  agt 
Buff,  wU,  481.) 

3.  And  particulariy  is  this  so  when  the 
mortgagee  is  responsible  and  is  aUe  to 
account  for  and  pay  any  ezceas  of  rents 
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and  profite,  alter  tlie  paymeBt  of  his 
debt,  or  wiU  give  secunty  to  do  so. 

3.  Bat  where  it  appears  that  the  mort- 
^asee  is  iiresponsiule,  or  thai  the  rents 
ana  profits  woaM  be  lost  or  woold  be  in 
danger  of  loss,  or  that  the  mortgagee 
was  eommittinff  waste  npon  or  materi- 
ally injuring  the  premises,  a  different 
mle  woold  prevail,  and  a  receiver 
wonld  be  appointed.    {Id.) 

L  Where  an  interiocntorj  decree  of  a 
jndge  involves  an  adjudication  that  the 
mortgagee  in  possession^  who  is  also  ap- 
pointea  receiver,  is  entitled  to  remain 
m  possession  as  such  mortgagee  until 
the  coming  in  of  a  referee's  report; 
although  such  abjudication  would  not 
prevent  the  coort  from  removing  him 
from  bis  office  of  receiver,  for  proper 
cause  shown,  at  any  time  before  the 
coming  in  of  such  report,  yet,  if  not  as 
a  matter  ret  iuljudieata,  as  matter  of 
judicial  decorum,  it  precludes  his  re- 
moval  by  any  other  judge  of  the  court, 
for  any  cause  existing  ^Jbre  tueh  inter' 
locutory  order^  than  the  judse  by  whom 
such  order  was  made.    [IcL) 


MOTIONS  AND  OBDEBa 

1.  Where  an  objection  is  made  to  an  order 
to  shovcatue^  that  it  was  not  made  at  a 
r^ularly  adjourned  special  iermy  it  will 
not  be  presumed  that  the  order  was 
made  at  a  term  irregularlv  held.  (iV&- 
ple  agt  Central  City  Bant,  ante,  4S8.) 

S.  Where  the  oonrt  has  been  regularly 
convened,  it  oontiuuas  open  till  actually 
adjourned ;  an  order  for  its  continuance 
is  not  essential ;  and  an  order  made  bj 
the  court  that  it  should  so  continue,  is 
not  necessary  to  be  entered  with  the 
clerk ;  and  ii  it  was,  it  could  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tune^  in  order  to  sustain  other- 
wise regular  proceedings  had  under  the 
order.    (Id.) 

3.  Where  an  order  is  properly  granted  by 
the  court  in  an  action  or  proceeding,  the 
delay  or  omission  of  a  clerk  to  make 
actual  and  speedy  entry  of  it  in  the 
minutes  of  the  court — as  it  is  bis  duty, 
wiUiout  any  special  directions  to  that 
effect— cannot  oe  allowed  to  prejudice 
the  substantial  rights  of  parties.     {Id.) 

4.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  of  arrest 
does  not  embrace  a  motion  to  reduce 
the  baU,  although  it  includes  an  appli- 
cation for  further  or  other  relief.  The 
questtons'involved  in  the  two  motions 
are  entirely  distinct,  and  dependent  on 

.  different  facts.  {Smith  agt  SptMing.  3 
i8o6<.615.) 


5.  Where,  on  the  rehearing  of  a  motion, 
new  facts  are  produced,  which  are 
amply  sufficient  to  make  a  new  case, 
the  discretion  of  the  court  is  properly 
exercised  in  rehearing  it    ( Jd ) 

6.  A  mere  oral  decision  of  a  court  is  of  no 
avail,  without  an  order  making  it  a 
record.    {Id,) 

7.  An  order  is  the  only  judicial  mode  of 
determining  a  motion ;  and  it  is  danger- 
ous, in  any  case,  to  rely  on  affidavits 
of  parties,  as  to  what  a  court  has  de- 
cided.   {Id.) 

8.  A  motion  to  vacate  an  order  for  exam- 
ination of  a  witness,  for  irregularity,  in 
that  it  was  granted  without  notice, 
must  specify  that  ground  of  irregularity ; 
otherwise  it  cannot  be  urged  upon  tne 
hearing.  {Brooke  agt  Satultz.  ^  Abb. 
N.  8. 124.) 

9.  Upon  a  motion  to  confirm  a  report  of 
such  commissioners,  it  is  too  late  to 
object  to  a  member  of  that  body  upon 
the  gronnd  of  personal  interest  Such 
objection  is  maintainable  only  on  the 
hearing  of  the  application  for  their  ap- 
pointment; and  from  an  omission  to 
make  it  at  that  time  a  consent  to  or 
waiver  of  the  objection  will  be  inferred. 
{Matttv  of  the  Southern  Boulevard,  3 
Abb.  ir.  8.  417.) 

10.  An  order  placing  a  canse  on  the  spe- 
cial calendar  of  short  causes  for  trial, 
must  be  served  on  the  adverse  party, 
before  the  canse  can  be  brought  to  trial 
under  it.  If  service  is  omitted,  an  in- 
quest taken  under  the  order  is  irregu- 
lar, and  will  be  set  aside  on  motion. 
{Johneton  agt  Oreen,  3  Abb.  N.  S.  342.) 

11.  A  motion  to  nonsuit,  or  a  motion  to 
dismiss  a  complaint,  must  distinctly 
specifjr  the  defects  supposed  to  exist,  or 
it  will  not  be  regarded  in  this  court  A 
general  objection  is  not  sufficient 
{BxMH  agt  Wood,  37  JT.  T.  B.  526.) 


MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

1.  No  member  of  a  mume%pal  corporation 
has  the  right  to  a  general  inspection  of 
all  documents  in  the  hands  of  any  cor- 
porate  official,  at  all  times  and  from  any 
motive,  or  with  any  object  or  interest 
irrespective  of  the  fact  whether  h^  has 
any  personal  interest  in  such  docu- 
ments, or  any  information  to  be  derived 
therefrom.  {People  ex  reL  Henry  agt 
Cornell,  ante,  31.) 

2.  Such  eenerai  inspection  can  be  had 
only  where  the  member  has  a  private 
or  personal  interest  in  such  documents 
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or  the  infonnation  to  be  derived  there* 
from.    {Id.) 

3.  And  thin  rale  applies  to  a  corporator 
who  is  also  a  member  of  a  public  a^o- 
ciation  organised  within  the  municipal 
corporaiioD,  and  who  makes  applica- 
tion for  sach  inspection  on  behalf  of 
each  association.  {lUvtrting  thit  catt^ 
aSifMP.  149.)    (Id.) 

4.  The  common  cooncil  of  the  citj  of  Xew 
York  have  power  to  create  by  ordinance 
public  futchiev  coach  stands.  {Jllatterwn 
agt  SK^rtf  ante,  169.) 

5.  Such  ordinaaoe,  however,  is  no  defense 
to  an  action  brought  to  restrain  an  im- 
proper use  thereof,  by  blocking  op  a 
street,  creatinjg  a  private  nuisance,  so 
that  a  person  is  prevented  from  having 
free  access  to  and  from  his  property. 
{See  deciMn,  8.  C.  33  Haw.  Pr.  R.  48L.) 
\ld.) 

6.  The  lessees  of  the  vharfage  of  a  public 
pier  from  the  corporation  of  the  city  of 
Mew  York,  where  in  the  lease  is  as- 
signed the  vAar/%i^  which  shall  or  may 
anse  or  accrue  daring  the  time  covered 
by  the  lease,  the  lessees  agreeing  lo 
keep  the  premises  in  repair,  are  liable 
for  an  injurv  arising  during  the  leaae, 
by  which  a  norse  is  oacked  off  the  pier 
and  drowned,  in  conseqnenoe  of  neglect 
to  keep  the  string  pieces  thereon  in  pro- 
per repair.    {Baaway  agt  Briggtf  ante, 

7.  It  was  error  for  the  eonrt  below  to  wnr 
suit  the  plaintiflb,  on  the  ground  that 
they  had  not  shown  that  the  defendants 
(the  lessees)  wore  in  ^^oueuion^  under 
their  lease,  of  the  premises  in  question, 
at  the  time  of  the  injury.    {Id.) 

8.  The  naked  right  to  collect  wharfage, 
which  was  all  that  the  defendants  poe. 
sessed  in  this  case,  is  incorporeal  in  its 
nature,  and  is  incapable  of  any  other 
or  different  possession  than  grows  out 
of  the  right  itself,  and  is  incident  there- 
to, and  which  attached  by  force  of  the 
agreement  which  originated  it  immedi- 
ately on  its  execution  and  delivery. 
{Id) 

9.  The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to 
the  ezdnsive  physical  possession  of  the 
pier  by  the  terms  of  their  lease ;  neither 
was  it  in  the  power  of  the  corporation 
to  grant  it  to  them.  A  public  pier  is  a 
part  of  the  public  highway,  and  must 
oe  devoted  to  the  public  use.    {Id.) 

10.  In  case  of  a  village  or  city,  where  the 
trustees,  or  common  council,  are  made 
oommissioners  of  highways^  the  oorpo- 
ration  is  liable  for  their  negligence  in 
sot  lepairing  the  highways  withki  the 


corporate  Umita.    {Clmrk  agt  TU  Cihf 
ofjjoekpart,  49  Barb,  580.) 

11.  Where  a  street  in  a  cit^  ^«s  m  an 
unsafe  condition,  so  that  a  person  know- 
ing its  condition  would  have  beat 
gnilty  of  ne^li^nce  in  attempting  to 
use  It  by  driving  through  it,  but  the 
danger  was  oonoealed  by  a  snow  that 
had  recently  fidlen ;  it  was  held^  that  a 
traveler  was  not  bound  to  know  that 
water  crossin|(  the  street  had  congealed 
into  ice,  which  was  covered  by  the 
snow;  and  be  was  not,  therefore, 
chargeable  with  negligence  in  aitempt- 
iiig  to  pass  along  the  street,  with  hir 
horse  and  baggy.    {Id.) 

12.  And  the  referee  having  found  that  the 
plaintiff  had  sostained  damages  b^  a 
call,  caused  by  the  dangerous  condition 
of  tbe  street,  and  the  negligence  of  the 
city  in  not  putting  and  Keeping  tiie 
fltreet  in  |»t>per  repair,  and  that  he  was 
free  from  negligence  or  fault,  a  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  against 
the  city,  was  afflimed.    {Id ) 

13.  A  public  or  municipal  body  is  as  sob- 
iect  as  private  persons  or  oorporatioas 
to  liability  for  benefits  received  and  ac- 
cepted under  an  tixecuted  contract^  al- 
thouflji  voidable,  or  even  void.  (JSTor- 
lem  Gas  Light  Co.  agt.  The  Mayor.  Se. 
of  New  Totk,  3  Bobt  100.) 

14.  The  statute  anthorising  a  municipal 
corporation  to  grade  or  improve  its 
streets,  and  to  assess  ^e' expense 
among  the  owners  and  occupanu  of 
lands  benefited  by  the  improvements, 
in  proportion  to  the  amount  of  such 
benefit,  is  oonttttutional.  {Howell  agt 
Oity  of  Buffalo,  37  If.  V.  B.  367.) 

15.  The  fMt  that  the  asressmeni  is  made 
after  the  improvement  has  been  made 
and  paid  for  by  the  city,  and  the  own- 
ers or  property  are  enjoying  the  bene- 
fits thereof,  for  the  purpose  of  reim- 
bursing the  eity,  etc.,  does  not  render 
the  assessment  unconstitutional.    {Id.) 

16.  The  levying  and  ooUecUng  of  taxes  is 
not  within  the  meaning  of  tlie  clause 
of  the  constitution  whicn  provides  that 
private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for 
public  use,  without  jest  compensation. 

MURDEa 

1.  An  indictment,  chaiging  the  offense  of 
murder  to  have  been  committed  will- 
AiUy  and  of  malice  aforethought  (omit- 
ting the  words  **  vrith  premeaitated  de- 
sign "),  and  a  general  verdict  of  guilty, 
followed  bv  a  sentence  of  death,  will 
be  Bostainea,  since  the  statate  of  1862, 
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a>  bsfbre.     IFUmratii  *gt.  ISe  l^mlt, 

S!  jv.  r.  R.  iia.) 

2  By  the  tVuoK  of  1B63,  the  law  of  mnr. 
derwBB  altstcd  in  two  napacU  only. 
Til.;  Pint,  by  the  RcTixcd  l^iniai,  ibe 
killing  \tai  morder.  "3.  When  per- 
petrated wilhont  anj  deaiRti  Co  efledt 
daath,  by  a  w™on  eninieea  in  the  com- 
miwion  of  a  felony,''^  lly  the  Mainte 
-of  1863.  this  was  only  mnrder  "when 
perpetrated  in  ronimiltint;  the  cnnie  of 
Bnan  in  the  Bnt  dL'^i'ee."    Second,  the 

wai  crenied,  nnd  that  ofletige  coDriBia 
in  a  killing-,  nirhont  n  design  to  eTcct 
death,  hy  a  person  engHfred  tn  the  cnm- 
■niaNOD  of  any  felony,  (id.) 
3.  It  ia  the  dnty  of  the  jnd^,  M  the  tnnl. 
to  eiplidn  to  (he  jnry  the  iHWof  mnrder 
In  ill  difTerent  depwf.  and  the  law  of 
manalaQghter.  and  of  Ihe  jury  to  render 
Bncb  verdict  aa  Bball  be  required  by  the 
evidenoe,  UTilew  there  i>  wine  oljec- 
tion.  In  Ihe  rernnt,  il  ie  Haanined  that 

accordance  with  the  evidence,     lid.) 


NEGLIGES  CE. 


the  railroad  company  to  provide  him 
with  otiB.      iMc/ntyre  agt.  JV:  F.  Oe». 
B.  B.  Co.  onto,  3a) 
S.  If,  in  iliachargiiig  that  daCy,  the  com- 
pany reign  Ire  the  pOBMOgnr  Uinprfflrm 
on  act  which   la  perilona 
paasing  from  one  "-  '- 
lark  5; "         " 


ilKlf,  in 
Due  car  to  another,  in  a 
iKbt,  when  the  cara  are  in  mo- 
IQ  in  doing  which  the  pananger 
lia    life,  the  u^fi^cc,  if  any, 
which  that  act  inTolves,  ahonldbe  im- 


(«-) 


mpany,  t 


3.  Thna,  where  the  railroad 

arriving  at  a  utalion,  in  .__ ^, 

detached  and  left  the  rear  cor,  notifying 
the  paaaengers  therein  to  go  into  the 
next  car  forward,  and  after  ■  Moppege 
of  Bome  tan  or  twelve  tainnlca  the  eara 
moved  on.  when  one  of  the  employeBB 
of  the  road,  diacovering  a  nnmber  of 
pueangerB  etaoding  in  the  mar  car, 
eaid,  '■  go  forward  i  there  are  plenty  of 
seala  forward  -.  go  forward,  if  you  want 
■eats;"  Bome  of  the  paaaeneera  then 
■want  forward,  among  them  file  plain- 
tiff'* InteatMe,  a  lady,  who  nuderlook 
to  iMiTj  a  bandbex,  bimdU,  baitit  and 
jbmer  pat,  and  In  Btepping  fhim  one  car 
to  anMbar,  foil  betwoen  them  and  woa 


Hiid,  that  the  mie  that  mUribif 
lory  M^ljgetet  will  prevmt  a  recovery 
bv  the  parly  eufTering  the  injnry  onghC 
--*    ■     -   - -      iM.     (7i) 


a  paklio 


ipplied 

5.  The  leueea  of  the  icharfagt 

Ser  from  the  corporation  of  Ihi 
ew  York,  where  in  ^e  leaae  ia  aa 
Bl^ed  the  vJiarfo^I  which  ahall  or  may 

by  the  leaae,  the  leaeeea  agreeing  to 
keep  the  preinitea  in  repair,  are  liable 
f«-  an  ininrv  ariaing  durW  the  leaae, 
hy  which  a^one  ia  backedorf  the  pier 

to  keep  the  alrins  piecea  Ihereoii  in 
proper  repair,     (foainiy  agt  Briggi, 

6.  In  an  action  for  damagee  for  a  peraon' 
al  injnry  received  by  the  platntitt  from 
the  wadding  of  a  cannon  negligently 
diachnrged  on  board  of  a  pleaanre  vacht 
of  the  defendant,  by  one  of  ita  crew, 
during  the  absence  of  the  defendant. 

action,  where  there  i>  no  evidence  that 
the  cannon  was  flred  in  the  conrao  of 
any  employment  or  dniy  of  the  master 
of 'the  yacht,  hot  merely  as  a  salate  to 
another  yachi,  in  puaamg.  (fiooct  age. 
Fearvig,  av.te,  1S9.) 

the  ground  that  in  permilting  the  maa- 
fer  of  the  vessel  to  have  the  poBaesdoa 
and  cuatody  ot  thegnn  and  ammunition. 


e^^Et^ 

defendant  became  reaponaib 

n  and  con- 

trol  cannot  create  or  imply 

perm  larion, 

mneh  ieae  autboriiy  or  duly. 

tonaethem 

in  the  face  of  pMiuve  orden 

of  the  de- 

fendanl  to  the  contrary.     {Id. ) 

8.  The  defendant,  under  the. 

oclrina  of 

liahilily  of  master  and  aerv 

ant.  wonld 

have  been  liable,  if  (he  aai 

el  T)v  cart- 
m,/er  hii 

had  injured  a  perwn  or  veaa 

tai  Ttaviaatvm  of  the  vach 

charge,  oa  that  wonlJ  hav 

while  petfonning  the  dnly  a 

1?'S: 

9.  It  conld  not  he  any  part  of  the  dnty 
of  Bailing  or  taking  care  of  the  yacht, 
10  diMhargfl  eignal  guns  or  give  aslutei. 
(McCcTiN,  J.,  iftucnfin^.-  Holding  tkat 
\t  btaivii  a  jtavt  and  parcel  of  lAg  dutin 
nf  '  arvn  ytuA-t  er*»,  nsd  a  iiBim«i( 
CI:  Id  i^Km  all  lAoii  amtniiia  and 
ci  I  vhick  can  by  poaibilily  paa 
bt  gtnttemin  able  to  afford  fucA  tux- 
ui  ad  mhich  an  mecltd  to  bt  a- 
th  i,  inch  <u  talutadimi  bg  diiplay- 
ix  gt,  firing  gtuu,  aid  exciangiag 
ol          urUiUM,Sc)     {Id.) 

10.  The  &ilim  of  n  towing  tompM^  to 
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loetto  a  oanal  boat,  in  a  1l«etof  boats  to 
be  towed,  in  the  particoUr  place  agreed 
npon«  doee  not  relieve  the  other  partj 
from  the  neceiatT  of  care  and  attention 
on  his  put.     (MiiUM  agt.  Bud,  B.  St. 

Bt.  Co.^  jr.  r.  B  210.) 

11.  Contribatory  neffligvnce  on  the  part 
of  the  loser  is  a  defense  to  sncn  a  claim. 
It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  party 
may  have  known  his  crew  to  be  care- 
less, and  wished  to  gnard  against  their 
negligence.  This  could  only  be  a  de- 
fense when  the  tower  had  expressly 
agreed  to  be  responsible  for  the  loss 
ansing  from  the  negligenoe  of  the  ser^ 
Tants  of  the  other  party.    {Id.) 

12.  The  principle  of  contributory  negli- 
gence applies  both  in  cases  of  contract 
and  of  tort    {Id.) 

13.  The  defendant  agreed  to  tow  the 
plaintiff's  boat  from  Albany  to  New 
York,  and  toplace  her  between  two 
deck  boats.  He  placed  her  in  an  oat- 
side'  position.  By  storms  and  waTes, 
her  cargo  was  lost  and  damaged  to  an 
extent  which  wonld  not  haye  occarred 
had  she  been  placed  in  the  position 
agreed  upon.  The  referee  also  round 
tbiBkt  the  plaintiff  did  not  exercise  (kro- 
ner care  over  the  boat  in  the  position 
in  which  it  was  placed,  and  that  the 
loss  resulted  from  such  want  of  care. 
Beld^  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover.   {Id.) 

14.  The  right  to  collect  wharfage  by  the 
corporation  of  New  Tork  city  carries 
witn  it  the  correlative  duty  of  keeping 
the  wharves  in  repair,  and  the  legal 
transfer  of  this  rignt  to  another  party 
subrogates  such  party  to  the  perform- 
ances such  tluty.  {Badway  agt  Bright , 
37  y.  Y.  B.  25o.) 

15.  Where  the  corporation  had  transferred 
by  lease  to  dfcfendant  the  right  to  col- 
lect wharfage,  for  the  period  of  five 
years,  the  lessee  to  keep  the  wharf  in 
repair  daring  the  time,  held,  that  de- 
fendant was  liable  for  all  damages  re- 
Bultinff ,  etc,  from  a  neglect  to  keep  such 
wharfin  repair.    (Id.) 

16L  Beld,  defendant  liable  for  the  value 
of  a  horse,  cart  and  load  of  merchan- 
dise, which,  for  want  of  a  suitable 
guard,  had  been  lost  by  baddni^  off  the 
wharf  into  the  river.    {Id.) 

17.  It  is  not  negligence,  in  law,  for  a  pas- 
senger to  follow  the  direction  given  by 
a  servant  of  a  railroad  company,  and  to 
pass  from  one  car  to  anotlier,  while  the 
same  are  in  motion,  for  the  purpose  of 
finding  a  seat  Whether,  in  sucn  case, 
it  was  negligenoe,  is  a  question  for  the 
Jury.     {McIMifn  agt  New  Tork  Cei^ 


trot  BaUroad  Ommmmiv,  ZT  N.  T.  B 
287.)  ^'^ 

18L  As  to  peenniaij  injuries  sostained  by 
the  next  of  kin.  in  case  of  death  by  neg 
ligenoe,  the  statate  has  set  no  bounds  to 
the  sources  thereof;  and  they  may  be 
such  as  arise  from  the  loss  of^^  personal 
care,  intelleeCnal  culture  or  monl  train 
ing,  which  would  have  been  reeeived 
hi&  the  deceased  lived.    {Id.) 

19.  The  question,  "  what  did  the  deceased 
usually  earn  f "  is  proper,  as  being  an 
inquiry  of  importance  in  forming  an  es- 
timate of  the  peouniaiT  loss  sustained 
by  the  next  of  Kin.    (i3.) 

20.  Where  the  streets  or  sidewalks  of  the 
city  of  New  Tofk  are  out  of  repair, 
through  the  neglect  of  the  corporation, 
it  is  liable  to  an  action  for  such  neglect, 
at  the  suit  of  a  person  injured,  wbwtber 
the  injury  arises  from  some  act  done  bv 
the  corporation,  or  troA  nn  omission  o^ 
duty  on  their  nart  {Davenport  agt 
iJiicfasaa,  37  iV:  r.  JB.  568.) 

21.  On  the  question  of  the  plaintiff's  con- 
tributory neglect  in  prooudng  the  in- 
jury, soe  bein^  partially  blind,  Uie 
question,  '*  was  it  so  improper  for  her 
to  have  gone  into  the  street  unattended, 
in  her  then  condition  of  sight,  that  it 
would  be  negligenoe  on  her  part  to  do 
so,  sufficient  to  prevent  her  fh>m  re- 
ceiving compen"ation  for  an  injury  i^e 
might  sustain  from  the  negligence  of 
others,  while  passing  along  ue  street  7" 
was  properly  submitted  to  the  jurr. 
{Id) 

22.  The  streets  and  sidewalks  are  for  the 
benefit  of  all  conditions  of  people,  and 
at  at  all  times,  by  those  whose  vision  is 
imperfect,  ana  in  the  niffht  time,  and  in 
reliance  upon  iho  belief  that  the  corpo- 
ration keeps  them  in  a  safe  condition. 
If  they  are  not  in  such  condition,  the 
corporation  is  responsible.    {Id,) 

23.  Whether  the  plaintiff's  sight  was  such 
that  she  could  walk  the  streets  with  **a 
reasonable  assurance  of  safety,"  was  a 
fair  test  of  capacity  to  be  submitted  to 
the  jury.    {Id.) 

SiA,  The  owner  of  the  house,  whose  duty 
it  was  to  keep  a  passage  way  in  repair, 
and  who  allowed  it  to  become  and  to 
remain  in  a  dangerous  condition,  is  also 
liable  to  a  person  who  receives  an  in- 
jury finom  such  neglect    {Id.) 

25.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
injury  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant,  no  difficulty  arisey  from 
making  a  distinotion  between  gross  and 
ordinary  negligence,  so  fiv  as  ue  plain- 
tiff if  conoeined,  since  any  a^{gsnce 
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on  his  part  depriveB  him  of  all  right  of 
action.  [GinTum  agt  Tke  Hew  York 
and  Harlem  Railroad  Company^  3  £obt 
25.) 

96.  The  doctrine  that  negligence  is  a  pare 
question  of  law,  when  the  facts  eon- 
■titoting  it  are  conceded,  and  most 
therefore  be  determined  hj  the  court, 
was  early  admitted,  and  has  been  con- 
stautly  adhered  to,  in  the  jarispradence 
of  this  state.  {Per  Bobbbtson,  Ch,  J. ) 
{Id.) 

27.  The  refhsal  or  neglect  of  the  driver 
of  a  street  railway  car  to  stop  the  same, 
so  as  to  enable  a  passenger  to  descend 
safely,  will  not  justify  the  latter  in  in- 
caning  an  extra  hazard,  by  descending 
from  uie  car  while  it  is  in  rapid  motion. 

28.  The  fact  that  multitudes  daily  step  in 
safety  from  railroad  cars  while  the  lat- 
ter are  in  motion,  does  not  necessarily 
relieve  such  act  from  the  imputation  of 
negligence,  even  when  done  with  care. 
If  there  be  no  danger  in  such  act,  un- 
less carelessly  done,  and  the  constant 
practice  of  mankind  is  proof  thereof, 
the  servant  of  the  company  will  still  be 
justified  in  recommending  a  passenger 
not  to  descend  while  the  car  is  in  mo- 
tion, although  the  latter  asks  him  to 
stop.    {Id.) 

29.  If  there  is  any  danger  in  such  an  act, 
the  passenger  is  as  much  bound  to 
avoia  it,  as  the  railroad  company  are 
not  to  contribute  to  its  occurrence. 
They  are  not  responsible  for  the  con- 
seouences  of  his  own  voluntaty  act 

90.  In  estimating  the  elements  of  danger, 
an  injured  party  mav  be  absolved  from 
an  imputation  of  negligence  by  surprise 
created  by  noise,  bustle,  hurry  and  con- 
fusion. But  onlj  in  case  there  was  a 
rate  of  speed  within  which  an  attempt 
to  step  off  cars  in  motion  mi^ht  safely 
be  made,  with  ordinary  caution,  would 
any  sarprise  which  prevented  the  dis- 
covery o^  or  a  mistake  as  to,  the  time 
when  sucn  degree  of  speed  was  reached, 
.relieve  the  passenger  from  the  charge 
'of  negligence  in  selecting  an  improper 
time  to  descend.    {Id.) 

31.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
an  injurj^  to  the  person,  occasioned  by 
the  negligent  act  of  another^  the  plain- 
tiff must  DC  free  from  any  fault  which 
may  have  contributed  to  the  injury. 
{Baxter  HgL  Tke  Second  Avenue  Bail- 
road  Co.,  3  Robt.  510.) 

33.  There  are  no  degrees  in  neglijzenoe ; 
for,  whether  it  be  great  or  small,  if  it 
can  be  seen  that,  In  any  measure,  with- 


out it  the  injiiiiy  would  not  have  hap 
peneo,  there  can  be  no  recovery.  {Id.) 

33.  Ko  general  principle  can  be  establish- 
ed as  to  the  criteria  or  essence  of  neg- 
ligence ;  there  being  so  many  different 
elements  which,  of  necessity,  must  en* 
ter  into  it,  and  vary  it.  {Per  Monell, 
J.)    {Id.) 

34.  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany, to  recover  for  pMersonal  injuriee 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  in  being  run 
over  by  one  of  the  defendants'  cars,  in 
the  street,  there  is  no  error  in  a  charge 
of  a  judge  to  the  jury,  on  the  triitt,  that 
if  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  **  a  want 
of  cemTnon  ordinary  care  or  prudence,** 
Uien  she  was  guilty  of  negligence ;  and 
that  if  they  found  that  the  plaintiff  ex- 
ercised "  oommon  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
denfe/*  in  going  across  the  street,  at  the 
time,  ana  under  the  circumstances 
which  existed  in  the  case,  "  then  she 
was  free  from  fault"    {Id.) 

35.  Unless  the  evidence  of  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  such  an  ac- 
tion, be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  require 
the  reversal  of  a  verdict  if  found  against 
it,  it  would  be  improper  to  take  the 
question  from  the  jury.     ^Id,) 

36.  If  there  be  time  for  a  person  to  cross 
a  railroad  track  before  an  approachins 
car  thereon  could  arrive,  he  is  not  bound 
in  order  to  avoid  the  charge  of  negli 
gence,  to  wait  until  the  car  nas  passed, 
because  there  might  be  danger  of  his 
slipping  or  falling.    (Id,) 

NEW  TRIAL. 

1.  The  provision  of  2  Bev.  Stat.^  1 15,  sec- 
tion 40, — that  in  actions  for  divorce  on 
the  ground  of  adultery,  the  court  may, 
if  the  offense  charjfed  is  denied,  award 
a  new  or  farther  trial  as  often  as  justice 
shall  seem  to  require, — was  intended 
to  award  a  new  trial  of  the  issue  upon 
the  charge  of  adultery ;  and  does  not 
relate  to  the  trial  of  any  other  issue. 
{Amory  agt.  Amory,  3  Aob,  N.  8. 16.) 

2.  The  statute  does  not  authorize  a  new 
trial  to  be  granted  to  a  plaintiff  whose 
action  was  dismissed  upon  the  first  trial 
for  her  failure  to  prove  her  marriage 
with  the  defendant    {Id.) 

3.  The  provision  of  section  3  of,  Lcwi  of 
1855,  613,  ch.  337,— that  on  writ  of  er- 
ror to  review  a  conviction  for  a  capital 
oilense,  the  appellate  court  may  order 
a  new  trial  it  ''satisfied  •  •  •  •  that 
justice  requires  a  new  trial,  whether 
any  exception  shall  have  been  taken  or 
not  in  the  court  below," — does  not  per- 
mit an  appellate  court  to  disregani  an 
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error  ftdyerBe  to  the  prisoner,  oommit- 
tod  in  the  pioceedinn  below,  apon  the 
ground  Uiat  open  the  whole  case  the 
gnilt  of  the  pnooner  is  clear.  {O^Brien 
agt.  People,  3  Abb.  N.  S.  368.) 

4.  That  act  was  intended  to  enable  the 
courts  to  grant  a  new  trial  asked  on  be- 
half of  a  |}ri8oner,  notwithstanding  toeh* 
nioal  omissions  by  his  counsel  on  the 
trial ;  it  does  not  anthorize  them  to  dis- 
regard any  errors,  which,  prior  to  its 
passage,  would  have  entitlea  a  prisoner 
to  a  new  trial    {Id.) 

5.  The  power  conferred  on  the  court  of 
appeals  by  Lmtt  of  1855,  ch.  3.17,  as 
amended  'Lawi  of  1858,  ch.  830, — to 
grant  H  new  triai  in  certain  criminal 
cases,  although  no  exoeplaon  was  taken 
below, — is  confined  to  cases  tried  by 
the  court  of  general  sessions  for  the 
city  and  county  of  New  York.  It  does 
not  extend  to  causes  tried  in  a  court  of 
oyer  and  terminer.  {MeKetngL  Peo- 
ple, 3  Abb.  N.  S.  216.) 

6.  A  new  trial  may  be  granted  on  the 

ground  of  iHadverUne$  and  nrprm,  at 
le  trial,  where  the  plaintiff  shows  tliat 
he  had  believed  the  instrument  under 
which  he  claimed  was  an  offreemetU^  and 
was  surprised  by  the  ruling  of  the  judj^ 
that  it  was  a  morlgagt,  requiring  a  dif- 
ferent revenue  stamp  from  that  affixed 
thereto,  and  he  wks  not  then  prepared 
to  meet  the  objection.  {Rqppocic  agt. 
SUme,  49  Barb.  524.) 


NEW  YORK  CITY. 

1.  The  corporation  of  the  city  -of  New 
York  are  not  authorised^  since  the  pas 
sage  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  May 
•I,  1866  {Lawi  of  1866,  eh.  876),  to  con- 
tract for  lighting  the  city  witn  gas,  for 
a  period  beyond  one  year,  nor  for  an 
amount  larger  than  the  sum  appropri- 
ated by  that  act  to  the  specific  pur))08e 
of  liuhting  the  streets  for  the  year,  1866. 
{Puuman  agt.  Tke  Mayor,  Ac  of  New 
York,  49  Barh.  57.) 

2.  A  contract  on  the  part  of  the  corpora- 
tion which  is  to  extend  over  a  period 
of  twenty  years,  th(m);h  void,  would, 
if  made,  confer  rij^hte  of  property,  and 
the  fact  of  its  having  been  enterea  into 
might  present  embarrassment  in  the 
way  of  Its  bein^  snbsequentljr  set  aside. 
The  preventative  remedy  by  inlunction 
may  therefore  be  adopi^ed,  under  such 
eircumstanees.    {Id.) 

3.  Under  the  act  of  the  leffislatnie  <'rela- 
iive  to  the  public  health  in  the  city  of 
New  York.^'  (passed  April  10,  1850.) 
givinff  to  the  corporation  of  the  city 


authority  to  make  all  sneh  by-laws  and 
ordinances  as  they  shall  from  time  to 
time  deem  neoessary  and  proper  for  the 
preservation  of  the  public  health,  and 
also  for  the  itbatement  and  removal  of 
nuisances,"  dus.  {Lawe  of  1850,  p.  608, 
$  ^),  the  common  council  were  autho- 
rized to  pass  the  7th  section  of  the  dty 
ordinances  of  1859,  which  directs  the 
city  inspector  to  **  cause  all  dead  anim- 
als, dLC  found  in  any  street  or  other 
Slace  within  the  city  to  be  removed  and 
isposed  of  by  removal  beyond  the  lim- 
ito  of  the  city,"  dtc. ;  such  ordinaooe 
having  been  deemed  noDeuary  and  prop- 
er by  the  city  corporation,  for  the jprer- 
ereatiun  of  tkt  public  health.  (Baji- 
BOUB,  J.  dietef^M.)  { Underwood  agt. 
^nea,  3  Bobi.  86.) 

4.  The  city  inspector  has  power,  by  the 
laws  of  the  state,  and  the  ordinances  of 
the  common  council,  with  the  consent 
of  the  board  of  aldermen,  to  appoint 
health  wardens,  and  such  other  officers 
as  the  common  council  or  board  of 
health  shall  direct,  to  carry  into  effect 
the  roles  and  reffulations  of  that  board 
and  the  laws  ano  ordinances  of  the  cont- 
mon  council,  relating  to  the  public 
health.    {Id) 

5.  Whenever  dead  animals  are  f»und  in 
any  street  or  other  place  in  the  aij,  a 
case  is  presented  for  the  exercise  of  the 
judgment  and  discretion  of  the  citv  in- 
spector, and  he  is  bound  to  act.  This 
is  adut;^  imposed  by  law,  is  imperative, 
and  in  ite  nature  judiciaL  For  an  er- 
ror of  judgment  in  the  performance  of 
that  duty,  while  acting  within  his  jur- 
isdiction with  power  to  determine,  he 
is  not  liable  to  a  civil  action.    [Id.) 

6.  Any  one  who  acts  under  the  orders  of 
the  proper  officer,  in  effecting  a  remov- 
al, stands  predsely  in  the  SKme  posi- 
tion as  the  city  inspector,  and  therefore 
is  not  liable  in  a  civil  action,    (id.) 

7.  It  is  well  settle^  that  a  public  officer  is 
not  responsible,  in  a  civil  suit,  for  a  ju- 
dicial determination  in  a  matter  over 
which  he  had  jurisdiction,  however  er- 
roneous it  may  be,  or  however  malid- 
ous  the  motive  which  produced.    {Idk) 

8.  The  passage  by  the  common  council 
of  the  city  of  New  York,  in  the  year 
1855,  of  a  resolution  which  permitted 
the  plainiiflk  (a  company  formed  under 
tiie  general  act  of  lo48  (Sett.  Lawe  If. 
Y,  1848,  p.  48),  anthoriziuff  the  fonna- 
tioo  of  giss  light  compmies)^  to  lay  main 
gas  ]>ipes  in  a  certain  designated  dis- 
trict in  such  diy :  upon  condition  of 

'  foothwith  layiutf  them,  and  of  supply- 
ing thereby,  wiUiin  two  years,  ^  to 
be  used  by  the  oorporato  authorities  of 
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rach  city  or  private  ocmiamera,  but  re- 
serving the  right  of  revoking  such  per- 
mission for  canse,  toother  with  the  ao- 
oeptance  b^  the  pLaintiff  of  such  per^ 
miseion,  with  all  its  conditions  and  res- 
ervations, constituted  a  valid  and  bind- 
ing contract  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. ( Tke  Harlem  Oat  Liakt  Co.  agt 
Ths  Mayor,  dbc.  of  Ntm  York,  3  B^L 
100.) 

9.  The  obligation  incurred  by  gas  com" 
panics  formed  under  such  ac^  to  per 
form  all  conditions  and  observe  all  re' 
strictions  annexed  by  municipal  autho- 
rities to  their  consent,  under  sncb  act* 
for  lading  g[as  pipes  within  the  limits 
of  their  jurisdiction,  when  the  former 
accepted  such  consent,  formed  a  consid- 
eration for  a  contract  by  such  municipal 
authorities,  and  the  authority  to  impose 
such  conditions  and  restrictions,  on  the 
grant  of  such  consent,  coupled  with  the 
duty  of  such  municipal  authorities  to 
light  streets  and  highways,  operated  as 
a  grant  to  them  of  power  to  make  a 
contract  for  the  discharge  of  such  duty. 
kid.) 

10.  By  their  acceptance  of  such  consent, 
the  plaintiffs,  who  were  a  company 
formed  under  such  act,  were  bound,  nn- 
der  the  penalr^  of  having  their  license 
revoked,  to  supply  |;as  to  be  used  by 
the  defendanto,  as  directed  by  their  or- 
dinances, until  such  license  should  be 
revoked.     {Id,) 

11.  The  defendants  were  not  rendered 
liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  a  higher  price 
for  gas  furnished  and  lamps  lit,  than 
that  fixed  by  a  written  agreement  be- 
tween them,  for  furnishing  such  gas 
and  lighting  such  lamps  for  one  year,  by  a 
mere  notice  from  the  plaintiffs  that  they 
would  in  future  chaige  such  higher 
price,  when  by  such  contract  the  de- 
fendants were  entitled  to  lay  mains  in 
all  the  streets  of  a  designated  district, 
to  which  the  plaintiffs  were  required  to 
attach  lateral  pipes,  so  as  to  light  pub- 
lic lamps;  and  where  the  former  had, 
from  time  to  time,  ordered  lamps  to  be 
placed  bv  the  latter  at  oertain  places, 
romishea  them,  and  caused  them  to  be 
put  up  and  lighted  under  the  direction 
of  one  of  their  oifleers  (the  superintend- 
ent of  lamps  and  g^) ;  but  bad  only 
naid  monthly  for  six  years,  the  price 
nxed  in  such  written  contraot    {Id.) 

13.  Such  written  contract  did  not  annul 
the  previous  contract  made  by  the  pas- 
sage of  the  resolution  by  the  defend- 
ants, and  its  acceptance  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, but  was  merely  auxiliarv  to  it,  in 
ilxin^  the  compensation,  and  alter  its 
tarmuMtion  the  price  was  left  to  be  as- 


certained by  the  value  of  the  gas  con- 
sumed,   {la.) 

13.  After  the  expiration  of  the  time  fixed 
in  such  written  contract,  the  prior  gen- 
eral contract  remained  in  force,  binding 
the  defendants  to  pay  for  all  gas  con- 
sumed under  their  direction,  according 
to  its  reasonable  value,  notwithstand- 
it  was  not  founded  on  sealed  proposals, 
pursuant  to  public  notice,  or  ffiven  to 
thd  lowest  bidder.  An  advertisement 
for  such  sealed  proposals  was  not  ne- 
cessary where  there  was  but  one  gas 
company  in  the  district  proposed  to  l>e 
lighted.    {Id.) 

14.  Th^  notice  of  chaii^ingahigbter  price 
than  that  specified  in  the  wtitten  con- 
tract, not  having  been  assented  to,  or 
acted  upon  by  the  defendants,  could  not 
bind  them.  Being  liable  under  an  ex- 
isting contract  only  for  the  reasonable 
value  of  the  gas  cimsaroed,  the  defend- 
ants could  not  be  deemed  to  have  acqui- 
esced in  any  other  standard  of  compen- 
sation from  their  mere  silence ;  but  hav- 
ing received,  accepted  and  consumed 
the  gas  supplied  to  the  public  lamps  by 
the  plaintifrs,  at  their  request,  tbey  are 
liable  therefor  on  a  quantwm  m/truiL 
{Id.) 


15.  The  statutes  of  1857  {Sett,  Law  N 
T.  1857.  ch.  446),  and  18C1  {Id.  1861 
ch,  30S),  regulating  the  mode  of  mak- 
ing contracts  by  the  defendants,  do  not 
expressly  exclude  all  other  modes  of 
muKing  a  contract.  {Per  Hoberts, 
Ch.j!)    {Id.) 

16.  In  making  contracts  by  the  corpora- 
ation  of  New  York,  prescribed  rorms 
must  be  observed  by  the  functionaries 
who  make  them  on  their  behalf.  Hence 
contracts  for  work,  or  supplies,  must  be 
founded  on  sealed  proposals,  made  in 
compliance  with  previous  notice,  and 
properly  published,  and  must  be  given 
to  the  lowest  bidder.  The  contracts 
of  such  corporation  which  fail  to  pur- 
sue these  designated  forms,  are  void. 
{Taylor  agt  Bebot^  3  BobU  262.) 

17.  This  doctrine  is  applicable  to,  and  con- 
trols, the  dutv  ox  the  corporation  to 
make  leatet  of  its  public  property  by 
public  auction.  AU  leases  must  be 
made  in  the  mode  designated  by  law ; 
and  if  the  corporation  attempts  to  exer- 
cise a  power  not  conferred  by  law,  or 
to  act  in  disregard  of  restrictions  im- 
posed upon  it,  its  acts  are  void.     {Id.) 

18.  Whether  the  power  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  lease  its  wharves  to  individuals 
is  exercised  by  it  as  an  aggregate  man- 

I     icipal  body,  or  through  the  means  of 
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tome  delegated  agent,  its  obligation  to 
follow  all  forms  cbelepated  bylBw  and 
Btatotory  proviuons  is  eqaaUT  incum- 
bent   (iJL) 

19.  Where  a  public  wharf,  leased  by  the 
comptroller,  is  not  let  by  public  auction, 
at  required  by  law,  the  lettee  acquiret 
no  right,  under  the  leate,  to  eolleet  the 
whariage.    (Id.) 

SO.  Such  a  eate  it  not  aided  by  thote  te- 
vited  city  ordinancet  of  the  corporadon 
(art.  4,^^27  and  28),  which  merely 
authorise  the  oomptroller,  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  commiBtioners  of  the  sink- 
ing fund,  to  leate  the  cor|K>rAte  prop- 
erty whenever  in  their  iudgment  it 
may  be  advisable  to  do  to,  out  alto  re- 
quire thote  officers  to  ean^brm  wuek  letu- 
%nff  to  tke  provitums  of  tM  eUg  charttr. 
(Id,) 

31.  A  mortgagee  of  land,  not  in  pottet 
tion,  who  doet  not  ettablith  any  ulti- 
mate injury  to  the  teourity^  of  his  debt, 
by  the  aestraction  of  a  building  on  the 
mortgaged  premitet  by  rioters,  it  not 
entitled  to  recover  the  value  thereof,  in 
an  action  againtt  the  city  in  which  the 
premitet  are  titnated,  under  a  ttatute 
making  it  liable  for  injury  done  by 
rioters.  iLtvy  agt  Ths  Mayor,  Ac  of 
Nwo  Twh,  3  J2o6<.  194.) 

S2.  The  common  coundl  of  the  city  of 
New  York  have  the  power  to  establish 
and  regulate  stands  for  hackney  coaches 
in  the  ttreett  and  public  placet  ot  the 
city,  and  pertout  keening  or  occupying 
tuch  ttfuidt  within  toe  permittion  or 
license  given  by  the  common  council, 
and  who  are  not  mituting  the  privilege 
given  them  thereby,  cannot  be  rettrain- 
ed  by  injunction,  on  the  ground  of  in- 
jury cauted  by  their  competition  to  the 
Dutinett  interettt  of  the  plaintiff.  ( Jfo^ 
ierwn.  agt  Skwl,  3  Ahh,  N,  B.\h\) 


OFFER  OF  JUDGMENT 

1.  Where  a  justice  of  the  peace,  under  the 
provisions  of  section  371  of  the  Code, 
and  after  a  written  acceptance  of  fern 
offer,  upon  appeal,  to  allow  judgment 
for  a  certain  sum,  "makes  aaninnte 
thereof  in  his  docket,  and  corrects  such 
judgment  accordingly,"  but  refuses  to 
allow  disburtemetiis  and  ooitt  in  tke 
court  below  to  tke  ajitpeUantt  the  appel- 
lant may  apply  to  the  county  court  by 
motion  and  nave  such  eotts  taxed  and 
judgment  eptered  in  his  favor  for  the 
amount  in  the  county  court;  and  an  ap- 
peal can  be  taken  therefrom  to  the  su- 
preme court    {PimUo  agt  Pkelju^  ante, 


OFFICERS. 

1.  A  eommiationer  appointed  by  tpecHal 
ttatute  to  award  damages  for  propei^ 
taken  in  laying  out  a  highway  it  not 
rendered  incompetent  from  the  fiiet  of 
hit  owning  land  which  hat  been  taken 
for  the  improvement  A  committioner 
it  a  ^^tuui  judicial  officer  only,  and  it 
not  within  the  application  of  tne  nuudm 
precluding  a  perton  from  acting  as 
Judge  in  nit  own  cate.  {Mattgr  of  tkt 
SoHtkem  BouUoard,  3  Abb.  N.  8. 447.) 

3.  The  turetiet  of  a  public  officer  are  not 
ditcharged  from  liability  on  the  bond, 
by  legialation  tubtCMqueut  to  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  bond,  which  modifies  the  dn- 
tiee  of  the  office,  for  the  £uthM  per- 
formance of  which  by  their  principal 
the  bond  waa  given.  (People  agt  Vua$, 
^Abb.If,S,m,) 

3.  The  bond  of  a  public  officer  it  under* 
ttood  to  be  griven  tubject  to  exereite  of 
the  conttitntional  power  of  the  I^uIa- 
ture  to  chauj^  the  duties  of  the  omee ; 
and  the  obligation  of  sureties  extends 
to  the  ikitfaful  performance  of  the  dnties 
as  they  may  from  time  to  time  be  modi- 
fled,    [Id.) 

4.  The  fact  that  the  bond,  in  a  partjcnlar 
,  refers  to  a  particular  statute,  as 


prescribing  the  duties  of  ^the  offibefi 
makes  no  difference.    {Id,)  * 

5.  An  office  in  this  country  is  not  proper- 
ty, nor  are  the  prospective  fees  the 
property  of  the  incumoent  The  fight 
to  xees  does  not  grow  out  of  any  con- 
tract between  the  officer  and  the  gov- 
ernment, but  from  the  rendition  of  the 
services.  (Smitk  agt  Mayor,  37  N,  T, 
M.  518.) 

6.  A  deputy  street  commissioner  of  the 
city  Of  New  York,  who  had  been  kept 
out  of  bis  office,  and  had  not  performed 
its  duties,  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  the  city  to  recover  the  amount 
of  fees  accruing  from  the  office.    {Id,) 

7.  An  officer  .executing  a  warrant  of  dit- 
possession  is  not  bound  to  delay  its  ex- 
ecution on  account  of  a  storm,  even 
though  the  goods  removed  are  liable  to 
great  injury  by  exposure  to  it  {Hicen- 
Mktm  agt  LowcHbein,  3  BobL  22.) 

OYER  AND  TERMINER. 

1.  The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
judges  of  the  supreme  oourt  of  each  dis- 
trict to  appoint  the  times  and  places  of 
holding  courts  of  over  and  terminer, 
within  their  respective  districts;  and, 
having  made  such  appmntments,  a 
judge  b^  no  authority  to  ad^oom  saeh 
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court,  to  be  held  at  another  place  with- 
in sach  district.  {Nortkrup  agt.  The 
P^Uy  »7  N,  r.  B.  203.) 

2.  The  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  being 
adjoomed  to  be  held  in  a  place  within 
the  district  other  than  that  fixed  apon 
by  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court,  has 
no  authority  to  transact  any  business  at 
ench  place  of  adjournment,  and  criminal 
trials  and  convictions  had  at  such  place 
-will  be  void,  and  be  set  aside  as  erro- 
neous.   {Id.) 

FABTIES. 

•  1.  Tenants  in  common  must  join  in  actions 
to  recover  for  injuries  to  the  realty, 
and  this  rule  has  not  been  changed  by 
the  Code.  (I>s  i%  agt  Strong,  37  N. 
T.  B.  372,) 

2.  When  a  demuirer  can  be  interposed 
«for  a  defect  of  parties,  the  defendant  is 

confined  to  that  remedy  alone ;  and  it  is 
only  where  evidence  is  necessary  to 
make  the  defect  apparent  that  an  an- 
swer to  that  point  is  permitted.    {Id.) 

3.  By  the  terms  of  an  agreement  between 
8.  and  the  plaintiff,  the  business  relating 
to  a  joint  adventure  was  to  be  done  in 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff  alone,  and  it 
was  so  done,  in  fact,  8.  contributing 
nothing  to  the  adventure  in  moqey, 

.  services  or  time.  The  defendants  dealt 
wirti  the  plaintiff  in  his  individual 
name,  and  ta«ated  him  as  the  only 
person  interested.  Beldf  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  maintain  an  action  to  recover 
a  balance  due  from  the  defendants  on 
acconut  of  the  adventure,  without  join- 
ing S.  as  a  co-plaintiff,  {ffowe  agt  8a- 
wry^  4  >  Barb,  403.) 

4.  Beld,  alto,  that  if  S.  had  in  fact  an  in- 
terest in  tbe  subject  matter  of  the  ac- 
tion, as  between  himself  and  the  plain- 
tiff, tbe  latter  might  be  regarded  as  the 
trutiee  of  S.  to  that  extent,  and,  as  such, 
entitled  to  sue  in  his  own  name.    {Id.) 

5.  It  teems,  that  a  number  of  persons  may 
be  joiued  as  defendante,  in  an  action  to 
restrain  their  acta  on  the  ground  of 
nuisance,  where  their  acts  are  of  the 
same  general  character  and  depend  up- 
on the  same  claim  of  right,  notwith- 
Btending  the  acts  of  each  one  are  dis- 
tinct from  those  of  the  others,  and  the 
complaint  contains  no  charae  of  combi- 
nation. {Matterton  agt  /Snort,  3  Abb. 
N,  8,  154.) 

6.  A  private  dtizen,  appearing  in  court  in 
the  capacity  of  tax  payer  only,  cannot 
be  heard  in  opposition  to  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  report  of  commissioners  of 
estimate  and  assessment  appointed  un- 


der tne  act  of  J867  {ek,  9901,  providing 
for  the  improvement  of  a  highway  in 
Westehester  county.  Whatever  inter- 
est an  individual  has  in  the  determina- 
tion of  such  question  arises  from  his 
liability,  in  common  with  others,  to 
contribute  a  tax  or  assessment,  and  is 
not  sufllcient  to  confer  on  him  a  stand- 
ing in  court  {Matter  of  the  8»»Uken^ 
Boulepard,  S  Abb.  N,  8.  447.) 

7.  In  an  action  by  one  partaer  against 
his  co-partner,  for  a  dissolution  of  the 
partnership,  partly  upon  the  ground  of 
nis  fraudulent  sale  of  partnership  pro- 
perty to  a  third  person,  it  is  proper  to 
make  tiie  fraudulent  vendee  a  party, 
as  the  sale  may,  in  such  action,  be  ad- 
judged fraudulent  and  void,  and  the 
vendee  be  compelled  to  account  for  it, 
or  ito  value.  ( Tre66  agt  BtUmi,  3  BtibU 
625.) 

8.  The  defendants,  being  coaanoncairien, 
certain  property  placed  in  their  charge 
for  transportation,  and  put  on  boafd 
theur  steamship,  so  that  a  laroe  Quantity 
of  6ther  freignt  was  stowed  above^  it, 
was  claimed  by  two  different  parties, 
having  distinct  and  separate  intereste. 
just  before  tbe  sailing  of  the  ship,  and 
one  brought  the  present  action  tor  the 
recovery  of  the  goods,  and  the  other 
threatened  an  action.  Beld,  that  it  waa 
a  proper  case  for  the  interposition  of  the 
court  under  seetion  122  oi  the  Code,  to 
subsututo.  by  an  order,  the  other  party 
claimg  tne  proper^,  as  defendant 
{8ckwykr  agt  Bargom,  3  BoU,  67a) 


PABTNEBSHIP. 

1.  To  constitute  a  general  partnership, 
nothing  more  is  necessary  than  that  the 

Sarties  should  agree  to  conduct  a  speci- 
ed  business,  and  to  share  ite  profit  and 
loss.  The  business  may  be  of  a  general 
nature,  or  may  be  confined  to  particular 
transactions;  but  in  either  case  the 
partnership  is  general.  {Eldridge  agt 
Wroott,  3  Abb,  N,  8. 20.) 

2.  A  genentl  partnership  may  exist  in  re- 
spect to  a  single  venture,  or  may  be 
made  to  extend  over  any  number  of 
adventures  agreed  upon  by  the  parties. 
{Id.) 

3.  Tne  general  rules  which  govern  the 
actions  of  courts  of  justice  in  deoreeiuff 
(tiflsolutions  of  co-partnership  stated. 
( WaierbHry  urt.  Iferehantt'  Unvn^  Ex- 
prtttOo.Zjm,N,8.ie3,) 

4.  One  purchasing  property  for  others 
merely  as  their  agent,  and  depending 
for  Uie  measure  of  his  compensation 
upon  the  amount  of  profite  leidized  bj 
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bk  principals  from  the  transaction,  is 
not  a  partner  with  them  in  the  property 
ao  parchased.  {Levnt  agt  Oreider,  49 
£ar6.  606.) 

{Sw  And.a]tfaoaKh  interested  in  the  amount 
wbicn  may  oe  recovered  in  an  action 
brooght  bj  his  principals  against  pnr- 
ebasers,  to  recorer  damages  for  a 
breach  of  their  oontraot  to  bny  snch 
property,  not  beinff  a  part  owner  of  the 
rty,  he  need  not  be  joined  as  a 


property 
plaintiff 


therein.    {Id.) 


6.  There  is  no  snch  snnriyorship  between 
partners  as  there  is  between  joint  ten- 
ants. Hence,  npon  the  dissolntion  of  a 
firm  by  the  deatn  of  one  of  the  partners, 
the  snnriyor  has  no  power,  as  snch,  to 
assign  the  whole  stock  in  trade  of  the 
firm  to  creditors  by  way  of  prefersnce. 
{Per  McCcNN,  J.)  {Loe$ekigt  agt  Ad- 
(7t«tfi,3jRo6t331.) 

7.  Where  the  snnriying  partner  of  a  dis- 
■olyed  firm  conyeyed  all  its  stock  in 
trade  to  his  lather-in-law,  a  favored 
creditor,  and  then  mortgaged,  all  the 
remaining  estate  of  the  firm  to  the  same 
ereditor,as  an  indemnity  not  only  against 
any  lailnreof  title,  bn^against  remotely 
contingent  ftatnre  expenses  which  he 
might  inenr  for  counsel  or  otherwise 
in  defending  all  actions  which  might  be 
brongbt  against  him  to  teet  the  validity 
of  the  conveyance:  Seld,  that  snch 
conveyance  carried  the  privilege  of 
^vlng  preferences  too  far ;  and  that  its 
inevitable  effect  to  delay  creditors  to  an 
indefinitely  remote  period  brought  it 
within  the  very  letter  of  the  statute. 
{Ftr  McCuNN,  J.)    {Id,) 

8.  The  only  gcound  on  which  authority 
over  partnership  assets  can  be  claimed 
for  a  survivinff  partner,  before  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  the  firm,  is  that 
the  original  legal  entity  which  owned 
the  property  having  ceased  to  exist  as 
an  entirety,  the  survivinj^  partner  beinff 
all  that  remains  of  it,  is  the  fittest  ad- 
ministrator and  distributor  of  such  pro- 
perty. If  he  assume  such  duty,  he  must 
exercise  it  as  trustee  for  all  parties  in 
interest  equally,  and  not  give  prefer- 
ences.   (iV  McCuMH,  «r.)*   {Id,) 

9.  After  the  dissolation  of  a  partnership 
by  the  death  of  one  of  its  members,  the 
caoses  in  action  of  the  firm  constitute  a 
trast  fund  for  the  payment  of  its  debts; 
and  it  teems  the  stock  in  trade,  and 
lease  of  the  store  in  which  it  is  carried 
on,  are  equally  subject  to  that  trust 
The  surviving  partner,  in  the  perform- 
ance of  such  trust,  has  no  power  to  ex- 
ercise partiality  between  creditors,  but 
is  bound  to  aistribute  the  property 
among  them  pro  rata^  according  to  the 


maxim  that  equality  ig  equity.     {Par 
McCtJMr,  J.)    (Id.) 

10.  A  surviving  partner  has  no  right  to 
transfer  the  whole  property  cf  the  firm 
to  a  trustee  to  sell  the  same  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  partnership  debts.  (Ar 
McCuKK,«r.)    {Id.) 

• 

11.  A  foint  nndertaiking  between  two  or 
more  penons,  who  are  to  partieipate  in 
the  profits  and  latt  rssnjtinir  from  it, 
oonstitntee  a  partnerMp.  {MerwU  agt 
Pia^lfitrd,  3  BobL  702.) 

13.  To  make  one  a  partner,  he  must  not 
only  share  in  the  profits,  but  share  in 
them  as  principal.    {Id.) 

13.  An  agreement  between  two  persona, 
giving  one  of  them  one-half  of  the  net 

Erofits  of  the  business,  but  not  midring 
im  liable  for  any  fosstf,  does  not  make 
him  a  partner.    [Id,) 


PAKTT  WAIXa 

1.  A  party  wall,  creating  a  eommnnity  of 
interest  between  adjoining  proprietors, 
is  in  no  just  sense  to  be  deemea  a  l^eal 
inenmbranoe  upon  the  property.  {Bxih 
drieh agt  Stark,  37  XT:  jB.  106 ) 

2.  A  party  pnrchaaing  a  hotel  and  prem- 
ises  aC  public  auction,  without  being  in- 
formed that  part  of  the  walla  of  the  ho> 
tel  adjoining  other  buildings,  are  party 
walls  cannot,  for  that  cause,  refose  to 
complete  the  purchase.    {Id.) 

3.  As  between  adjoining  proprietors  main- 
taining party  walls,  their  mntnal  ease- 
ment in  waUs  is  a  benefit,  and  not  a 
bnrden  to  each  of  them.    {Id.) 


PATHENT. 

1.  A  bank  npon  which  a  check  is  drawn 
having  paid  the  same,  cannot  recover 
back  the  money  from  the  person  to 
whom  it  was  paid,  althongh  the  cheek 
prove  a  forveiy.  {Ndticnal  Bani  vf 
CvmmoKmeaXih  agt  Groeenf  JfaHnal 
Bank,  ante,  412.) 

2.  The  loss  under  sncih  cironmstanoes 
should  fall  on  the  bank  npon  which 
the  check  was  drawn.  A  bank  should 
know  the  signature  of  its  dealeiB.  {Li.) 

3.  The  riffht  of  a  party  ultimately  to  be 
affectecf  is  not  concluded  by  what  trans- 
pires at  the  J^ew  York  aearj»g  homee, 
or  the  entries  made  there,  in  respect 
to  a  check  which  passes  through  it 
The  clearing  house  aoee  not  pass  upon 

.  the  gennineness  of  the  paper.    {Id.) 

1 4.  Payments  Involontarfly made  maybe 
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'  reooyered  back,  if  the  payment  was  in 
/act  improper.    {Jd.} 

5.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  contra- 
dict or  explain  a  receipt  of  payment  given 
by  a  partj  for  ffoods  or  property  sold  : 
Tnus,  *'  recelyea  payment  by  note,three 
montns,''  and  "  received  payment  of  M. 
K.  d&  Co.'s  note,  fonr  months.'^  {But- 
veil  agt.  Poifuery  ante,  i*!?.) 

6.  Snch  receipts  constitute  no  agreement 
between  the  parties  that  the  notes  men- 
tioned therein,  shall  be  taken  as  abso- 
late  payment,  and  therefore^  being 
merely  receipts,  may  be  explamed  by 
parol  evidence,  bjr  showing  that  the 
notes  were  not  paid,  and  were  yalae- 
less,    ild.) 

• 

7.  Where  the  only  issoe  formed  by  the 
pleadings,  is  the  &ct  of  payment  m  the 
manner  set  np  in  the  answer,  the  affirm- 
ative of  sach  issue  is  npon  the  defendant. 
(Id.) 

8.  A  payment  by  the  debtors  of  a  jadg- 
ment  debtor,  in  obedience  to  an  order 
made  by  a  judge,  under  and  in  pursu- 
ance of  section  294  of  the  Code  of  Pro- 
cedure, requiring  such  payment  npon 
the  iuagment  deoty  is  a  valid  payment, 
although  no  notice  of  the  prooeediuffs 
is  given  to  the  judgment  defbtor.  {Ow- 
ton  agt  Hagfferty,  d7  iV.  Y.  B.  555.) 

9.  Such  a  payment  is  also  a  valid  pay- 
ment, and  a  full  protection  to  the  debtor 
ogainst  an  assignee  of  the  debt,  who 
has  not  given  notice  to  the  debtors 
that  the  debt  has  been  assigned  to  him. 
{Id.) 

10.  Supplementary  proceedings  to  compel 
the  debtors  to  pay  the  debt  upon  and 
toward  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment 
against  their  creditor,  may  be  taken 
under  section  294,  without  any  proceed- 
ing against  the  creditor  (the  iudgment 
debtor)  under  section  292  for  nis  exam- 
ination. The  proceedings  authorized 
by  these  two  sections,  respectively,  are 
independent  of  each  other.    {Id.) 

11.  Whether  notice  shall  be  given  to  the 
judgment  debtor  of  the  proceedings 
under  section  294  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  judge.    {Id.) 

12  Where,  bv  the  terms  of  a  contract,  it 
is  provided  that  payments-  shall  be 
maae  previously  to  the  execution  of  a 
deed,  it  is  not  neoessary  for  the  plain- 
tiifto  convey,  or  to  pfTer  to  convey,  be- 
fore bringing  suit,  even  for  the  last  iu' 
staUment  {Paine  agt  Brown,  Tff  N.  T. 
.8.228.) 


13.  Where  the  time  appointed  for  pay- 
ment may  happen  before  the  time  ap- 
pointed for  the  conveyance  of  the  pro- 
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party,  an  acUon  for  the  money  may  be 
maintained  without  tendering  a'oonvey- 
ance,  etc.    {Id.) 

14.  The  giving  of  a  new  note  by  one  of 
two  joint  and  several  makers,  intended 
as  a  provision  for  the  former  note,  not 
agreed  to  be  taken  in  payment,  and  not 
in  fact  paid,  constitutes  no  defense  to 

*  an  action  upon  the  original  note.  {Batee 
agt  Boeekrantj  37  N.  T.  B.  409.) 

15.  The  statement  in  the  answer,  as  "  a 
furtlier  defense,"  that  the  note  in  the 
complaint  described  arose  out  of  part- 
nersnip  transactions^  of  which  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Bigham  were  mem- 
bers, and  was  given  for  the  benefit  of 
the  partnership,  and  Bigham  afterward 
transferred  all  his  interest  in  the  part- 
nership property  to  plaintiff,  who  was 
then  toe  bolder  of  the  note^  and,  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  the  plaintiff  agreed 
witli  Bigham  to  pay  his  share  of  the 
debts  of  the  partnership,  and  any  bal- 
ance due  him  from  the  partnership,  and 
to  cancel  the  note;  that  Bigniun's 
share  of  the  debts  amounted  to  more 
than  the  note ;  that  Bigham  owed  the 
partnership  a  balance  greater  than  the 
amount  of  the  note ;  and  the  plaintiif 
has  received  and  holds,  under  the  as- . 
signment,  property  of  more  value  than 
the  amount  of  the  note ;  and  that  he  has 
not  paid  any  part  of  the  partnership 
debts,  and  refuses  to  apply  the  partner- 
ship property  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts ;  is  an  answer,  and  not  a  techni- 
cal counter  claim,    (id.) 


1. 


2. 


3. 


PETITION. 

Whether  an  application  for  the  laying 
out  of  a  public  nighway,  is  an  applica- 
tion for  toe  laying  out  of  one  highway 
or  of  two  hignways,  is  a  question  of 
fact,  upon  which  this  court  is  bound  by 
the  decision  of  the  court  below  affirm- 
ing the  judgment  {The  People  agt 
T%e  OommienMert  of  MiUon,  37  N,  Y. 
JB.360.) 

A  petition  for  the  laying  out  of  a  pub- 
lic nighway,  may  lawfully  incluae  a 
portion  of  a  highway  already  in  exist- 
ence, and  the  new  highway  may,  for  a 
portion  of  its  distance,  be  laid  out  upon 
and  be  identical  with  an  existing  high- 
way. It  is  a  question  of  discretion  and 
convenience  to  be  determined  by  the 
commissioners  or  referees.    {Id.) 

A  description  of  a  portion  of  the  new 
highway,  b^  reference  to  an  established 
highway,  is  a  description  by  "metes 
and  bounds,"  and  is  a  compliance  with 
the  statute  on  that  subject    {Id.) 
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PLEDGE. 

1.  Aooartafeqmtjhaiiiosenenljaris- 

diction  oTor  actiooA  to  redeem  penonal 

DNpeity  pawMdf  without  some  other 

drciiinftanoet  rendering  its  interference 

neceeaazy.   [Duranttt^JSinHem,ante, 

flL  ^e  remedy  at  law  is  amide,  by  tend* 
of  the  amoont  doe  and  a  poMeeiiory  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  articles  pledged,  or 
damages  for  their  detention.    (iS.) 

3.  llie  only  ground  of  equitable  jorisdio- 
tion  oTer  an  action  for  the  re<Mmption 
of  personal  property  pledged,  besides 
the  necessity  of  a  tfuo^esry,  and  perhaps 
an  tum^nmrnt  ^  ihspMM,  is  the  neces- 
sity of  taking  an  aconml    {Id.) 

4.  It  is  ftilly  settled  that  the  aeanaU  on 
which  equity  bases  its  jurisdiction  must 
be  really  one ;  that  is,  not  havinc  only 
one  item  on  one  side  and  a  nutnoer  of 
set-oils  on  the  other,  but  a  series  of 
transactions  on  both  sides.    {Id,) 

5.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  redeem 
certain  securities  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendants,  as  stock  brokers,  upon  pay- 
ing the  amount  due  thereon,  and  for  an 
injunction  order  restraining  die  defend- 
ants from  sellinff  such  securities  until 
an  account  can  be  taken  of  the  amount 
due  the  defendants,  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained where  it  appears  that  the  daim 
on  the  part  of  the  d^endants  can  only 
consist  of  one  item — the  original  aa- 
▼ances  by  them,  or  so  much  ox  it  as  re- 
mains unpaid.    {Id.) 

6.  ETery  sum  paid  or  to  be  credited  in 
that  account  forms  a  subject  of  set-oft 
in  an  action  at  law.  even  mcluding  any 
liability  of  the  deiendants,  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  for  selling  any  of  the 
original  pledged  stock  below  its  market 
price ;  as  such  liability  forms  a  subject 
of  couuter-claim  in  an  action  for  the 
loan,  under  the  first  subdivision  of  sec- 
tion 150  of  the  Code.    {Id.) 

7.  Unliffuidated  dammi,  for  an  entirely 
unauthorised  sale  of  pledged  stockv  or 
securities,  can  form  no  part  of  an  oc- 
eowtt  to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  cout  of 
equity.    [Id.) 

8.  Where  defendants,  holding  as  eoIUit- 
eral  necnrity  certain  stocks  which  had 
subsequently  been  assigned  to  plain- 
tiffs,  sold  the  same  with  the  assent  of 
the  assignees,  in  an  action  by  the  as- 
signees against  defendants  to  recover 
the  surplus  proceeds  of  the  stock,  the 
defendants  can  claim  against  snch  sur- 
plus only  such  an  amount  as,  if  tender- 
ed by  plabtiirs  at  the  time  of  the  as- 
signmenty  with  interest  and  ezpendi- 


tnes,  would  have  caneelled  and  dis- 
charged the  claims  of  defondants  as 
pledgees  of  the  stook.  {Van,  Btamm 
^I^Tke  Bfodway  Bant,  7ff  N.T.B. 

9.  Where  the  title  to  the  stocks  had  Mas- 
ed  to  the  assignees  prior  to  the  sale  by 
the  defendani,  the  tide  to  the  siuplba 
moneys,  at  the  tlsM  of  the  sale,  was 
vested  hi  the  aM^gneea,  consequentiy 
the  defenditnts  could  setolT  no  daim 
which  they  at  the  time  held  agaisst 
pUdntiAi'  assignor.    {Id.) 

POWEB. 

t.  When  a  power  is  to  be  exerrised  by 
several  persons,  a  minority  of  the  whob 
number  may  proeeea  to  act.  and  their 
action  will  do  legal,  provided  all  the 
members  composing  the  body  are  sum- 
moned to  attend,  or  had  notice  of  the 
time  and  i>lace  of  meeting.  {Matter  of 
tk4  Mxlention  of  Ohtnrch  tineL  49  Bark 
455.) 

PBINCIPAL  AKD  AGENT. 

i.  If  a  general  agent  has  received  partie 
ular  in  stniotions,  which  he  disregaids, 
his  acts  assent  are  neveidieless,  bind- 
ing upon  his  principal.  As  between 
the  pnndpal  and  a  ijenersi  agent,  any 
deviation  from  particular  instructions 
will  render  the  latter  aooountable  to  the 
former,  for  any  kiss  he  may  sustain  in 
consequence  ol  snch  devianott ;  but^as 
to  third  parlies,  who  may  have  dealt 
with  the  agent,  any  limitation  of  the 
authority,  not  communicated  to  them, 
can  have  no  effect  {JBiwanU  agL 
Sefu^,  49  Barb.  291.) 


S.  P.,  who  pnrehased  of  the  plaantiir 
tain  goods  for  the  defendants,  was  em- 
ployed by  the  latter  to  transaet  their 
Dullness  m  that  branch  of  their  eom- 
merdal  hovse  situated  in  the  city  of 
New  York,  lliey  had  a  mamdactax^ 
in^r  estabUahmeatin  Prussia;  they  trans- 
mitted a  portion  of  the  goods  there  man- 
ufactured to  New  York,  whieh  were 
sold  there  by  P.,  who  was  in  the  habit 
of  purchasing  goods  for  them  there,  to 
be  uaed  in  their  mannfoetonr  in  Prassia. 
P.  Dubtished  notices,  and  wrote  letters 
in  the  defendant's  name ;  wrote  <nden 
In  their  name  and  style;  and  acted  pie- 
eisely  as  his  principals  would  have  act- 
ed had  they  seen  here.  ThelirmnaBe 
of  the  defondants  was  on  the  sign  over 
the  door  of  their  place  of  bnamess,  in 
New  York ;  and  when  payment  for  the 
goods  in  qnes^cn  was  demanded,  P. 
wrote  a  note,  signed  in  the  naae  ef  the 
firm,  promising  paynsnt  at  m  sat ly 
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day:  EM,  that  this  was  nfflaient  to 
•how  that  P.  waa  the  dofaodant'a  gnr 
eral  ugoat,  acting  as  their  repreeenta- 
tiye  to  do  everjuio^  for  ihem  which 
the  neoefisitiea  of  their  btuinesB  here  re-, 
quired.  And  that  in  the  absence  of  any 
mstrameni  ezprecdy  appointing  him  to 
do  this,  the  facts  snowed  an  implied 
anthority.    {Id.) 

3k  Whereprineipalaaeoeptaadpayfapr.a 
portion  <n  the  goods  porchasea  for  tnem 
hy  their  agent,  thejr  thereby  dispense 
with  any  partienlar  instmctiona,  oireot- 
iug  that  the  whole  shall  be  deliyM<ed 
at  onre.  If  they  design  -to  accept  no 
more  than  the  portion  aueadjr  delivered, 
they  sbonid  give  early  notioe  of  that 
intent    [Id.) 

4.  The  general  role  is  that  sums  reoeived 
from  third  persons  by  an  affent,  in  the 
bnsinese  of  nis  prinioipal,  eitaer  as  prof- 
its or  Qompensation,  belong  to  the  prin- 
cinaL  Bat  this  role  being  for  the  ben- 
eat  of  the  principali  he  may  waive  it» 
and  with  his  consent  the  agent  may  re- 
tain to  his  own  ose  moneys  thos  re- 
ceived. The  evidence  of  snch  consent* 
however,  shonld  be  olear  and  satifiko- 
tonr.      {Sotoe  agt.-  Savory,  49  Bitr^. 

5.  An  agent  is  not  bound  to  insore  for  his 
principal  unless  expressly  instnicted  so 
to  do;  or  aniess  an  nnaentanding  to 
that  effect  exists  between  them.  [Lte 
agt.  Adiit,  37  N.  F.  B.  78.) 

6.  In  all  eases  where  the  iDsanuioe  is  tak- 
en for  the  benefit  of  parties  other  than 
the  party  effecting  tne  insnnincei  ex- 
trinsic evidence  may  be  resoled  to  far 
the  parpose  of  ascertainlnff  the  interests 
intended  to  be  covered.    [Id.) 

7.  When  the  evidence  cleailv  discloses 
the  fiiot  that  the  principal  nad  not  in- 
straeted  bis  agent  to  insore  the  proper 
ty  in  bis  hands,  and  that  there  was  no 
nndentanding  between  them  to  that 
effect,  it  is  competent  for  the  sgent  to 
show,  by  eztnnsio  evidence,  that  the 
property  of  snch  principal  in  his  hands 
was  not  intended  to  be  covered  by  an 
insamnce  effected  n|>on  property  tieid 
in  trust  for  other  consignors.    {la,) 

8.  The  principal  is  iind4*r  aa  implied  obli- 
satien  to  iiidemnify  an  innocent  agent 
for  obeying  his  orders,  where  the  act 
would  nave  been  lawful  in  respect  to 
both,  if  the  principal  really  had  the 
authority  which  he  claimed.     (Howe 

-    Bufahj  If.  T.  S  Brie  BaUroad 
N.  T.B. 


37 


297.) 


agt. 
Co., 

9.  The  acceptance  by  a  creditor  of  the 
note  of  the  surety  in  satisfiiction  of  the 
demandy  is  equivalent  to  payment^  aa 


against  a  party  booad  to  indemnify  the 
surety.    (Id.) 

10.  Whenever  the  very  act  of  the  agent 
is  authorized  by  the  terms  of  the  pow- 
er, so  that  by  comparing  the  act  done 
by  the  agent  with  the  Tangnage  of  the 

Eower,  the  act  itself  is  warranted  there- 
y,  such  act  is  bindins  en  the  princii 
•  as  to  all  persons  deaUng  in  i^djt 
with  the  agent    [Wetmeld  Ban£  agt 
Ooma^  377V:  T.  B.  3&.) 

11.  Notice  to  a  director  of  a  bank,  or 
knowledge  derived  bv  him  while  not 
engaged  officially  in  the  business  of  the 
bank,  cannot  operate  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  bank.    {Id.) 

12.  Where  a  party  legally  obligated  to 
cancel  and  discharge  a  mortgaae  upon 
the  premises  of  defendant,  falsely  as- 
sumes to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  defend- 
ant in  borrowing  money  to  cancel 
such  mortgage,  and  sucoeedd  in  bor- 
rowing the  money  and  canceling 
the  mor^^age,  but  without  the  knowl- 
edge, pnvity  or  consent  of  the  defend- 
ant; the  defendant  is  not  responsible 
to  Uie  party  lending  the  money,  even 
though  ne  luive  the  Deneflt  of  the  dis- 
diaige  of  the  mortgage  in  consequence 
thereof.  {Henry  agt  Wilhu,  37  JV.  T. 
B,  5w.) 

13.  The  feet  that  the  money  with  wbidi 
to  discharge  a  moitga^  is  obtained  by 
fraudulent  representation  by  the  party 
whose  duty  it  is  to  discharge  the  same, 
creates  no  trust  in  fa,voT  of  the  party 
loaning  the  money.    {Id.) 

PBIKCIPAL  AND  SUBETT. 

1.  To  exempt  a  surety  from  liability  by 
reason  of  the  neglect  and  refusal  of  the 
creditor  Xk\  collect  the  debt  of  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  while  he  was  solvent,  al- 
though requested  to  do  so,  by  the  surety, 
it  must  be  shown  that  the  creditor  was 
requested  to  enforce  the  collection  of  the 
debt  hy  dw  woout  of  lane.  Nothing 
short  of  that,  in  such  a  case,  will  exon- 
erate the  surety.  {Singtr  agt  Trout- 
^Barh,\^) 


2.  Where  the  request  was,  that  the  cred- 
itor should  "  push  "  the  principal  debt* 
or,  *'  and  keep  poshing  him  " :  Held^ 
that  the  words  used  had  not  the  same 
legal  significance  as  to  the  words  *'pro8- 
eonte  and  collect;"  that  to  give  those 
terms  the  same  legal  significance,  it  was 
necessary  not  only  that  the  .creditor 
should  have  understood  them  in  that 
aenae,  but  that  the  surety  should  have 
meant  and  intended  that  also.    {U.) 

3.  The  terms  in  which  such  a  reqeat  are 
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made,  an  not  material,  but  theT  shonld 
be  aneqaiyooal,  and  clearly  ana  plainly 
intended  and  onderatood  as  a  reqneet 
to  ooUeet  by  proieeation.    {Id.) 

PBIYILEQED  COMMUNICATIONS. 

1.  l^^ere  defendant  kept  a  merchandise 
a^ncy.  whose  bnsineM  it  was  to  ob- 
tain inxormation  respecting  the  credit 
and  responsibility  or  persons  in  bosi- 
ness,  and  to  famish  the  same  to  those 
who  had  jast  occasion  to  nse  it,  his  eom- 
manication,  made  in  good  faith  to  a  sub- 
scriber in  respect  to  the  character  and 
standing  of  the  plaintiir,  is  to  be  deemed 
confidential.  (Ormtby  agt.  DvuglaUf 
37  If.  r.  B,  477.) 

3.  Where  commnnications  are  rsaarded 
as  privileged,  they  are  protected  from 
ttie  presamption  of  malice  which  is 
nsaally  to  be  inferred  from  the  charge 
itself.    {Id,) 

3.  When,  in  an  action  of  slander,  it  is 
maae  to  appear  that  the  defendant  had 
jnst  occasion  for  speaking  the  words 
deemed  slanderous,  then  malice  is  not 
to  be  presumed,  and  additional  evidence 
is  necessary  to  establish  the  charge. 
iTd.) 

4.  In  ease  of  priTileged  commanications, 
the  presemption  of  malice  being  rebut- 
ted, the  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  de- 
fendant was  inflaenced  by  other  mo- 
tives than  the  mere  discbarge  of  a  duty. 
{Id.) 

5.  Where  the  occasion  of  speaking  the 
words  is  one  which  makes  the  commu- 
nication prima  facie  privileged,  evi- 
dence that  it  was  lalse  is  not  sufficient 
to  raise  the  presumption  of  malice. 
{Id.) 

PRODUCTION  OP  LETTERS. 

I.  A  simple  sworn  statement,  by  a  party 
to  an  action,  that  certain  letters  written 
by  her  to  a  third  person,  which  have 
come  to  the  hands  of  the  counsel  for  the 
opposite  ptrty,  are,  as  such  applicant 
is  advised,  material  and  necessary  for 
her  defense,  is  not  sufficient  to  autho* 
rize  the  granting  of  an  order  to  produce 
such  letters,  or  deliver  sworn  copies  of 
the  same.  The  advice  of  counsel,  or 
belief  of  a  party,  cannot  be  substituted 
for  the  judgment  of  the  court  upon  the 
facts  and  circumstances  showing  the 
necessity  for  such  production.  {Strong 
agt  Strong  f  3  Bobt  If.  8.  575.) 

fL  Where  there  i*  no  suffleient  informa- 
tion befbre  the  court,  of  the  contents  of 
writings,  to  enable  it  to  Judge  wherfaer 


they  would  be  beneficial  or  prejodieial 
to  either  party  as  evidence,  it  ought  not 
to  oompel  their  production.  A  mere 
fishing  application  should  be  denied. 
{Id.) 

3.  Although  all  the  parts  of  a  oontinaed 
and  connected  correspondence,  having 
relation  to  a  particular  subject,  become 
evidence  when  one  is  introduced,  upon 
tht  presumption  that  as  they  all  belong 
to  a  teriet,  they  have  some  connection 
with  each  other,  no  such  presumptioa 
can  arise  in  regard  to  ordinary  friendly 
letters  between  intimate  connections. 
It  will  not  be  presumed  that  all  of  such 
letters  must  necessarily  relate  to  the 
same  subject.    {Id.) 

4.  Production  of  letters  written  by  a  par- 
ty will  not  be  ordered,  where  the  want 
of  possession  of  copies,  or  reoollectloa 
of  tiieir  oontents,  is  not  sworn  to  by  the 
author  of  them,  but  bv  a  third  par^. 
alone,  and  not  even  on  information  and 
belief:  and  no  information  is  given 
how  the  person  verifying  it  learned 
that  the  letters  were  intended  to  be  used 
on  the  trial,  or  what  person  has  the  in« 
teolioa  so  to  use  them.    [Id.) 


PROPEBTT. 

1.  Propertv  provided  by  county  superin- 
tendent for  the  support  of  the  poor,  if 
stolen,  may  be  laid  in  the  indictment 
as  the  property  of  the  county  or  of  the 
snperintennent.  ( The  PtopU  agtb  Brn^ 
9MU,  37  N.  r.  n,  117.) 

PURCHASER  IN  GOOD  FAITH. 

1.  When  a  surety  for  a  firm  takes  an  as- 
signment of  the  co-partnership  propei^ 
tyj  and  assumes  its  liabilities,  ne  comes 
within  the  rule,  that  the  assumption  of 
a  new  liability  is  a  sufficient  oonsideia- 
tion  to  constitute  the  party  a  purchaser 
in  good  faith.  {Williajna  agL  SkaOM, 
27N.T.B.  375.) 

2.  By  such  an  assumption,  the  party  be- 
comes principal  debtor  insteaa  of  sure- 
ty,   {fd.) 

3.  When  a  party  purchases  periKmal  prop- 
erty of  a  Judgment  debtor,  after  an  ex- 
ecution has  been  issued  and  put  into 
the  hands  of  the  sheriif  against  such 
property,  U  would  seem  that  the  oaat  is 
on  the  vendee  to  show  himself  io  be  a 
purchaser  in  good  ikith.    {Id.) 

RAILROADS. 

I.  A  railroad  paueiiger  has  a  right  to  a 
■eat  in  the  cars,  and  it  is  the  duty  of 
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the  nOroad  compaoj  to  provide  bim 
with  one.  {MeJntyre  agt  If,  F.  Ce*. 
B.  B,  Co.  ante,  36.) 

Sl  If,  in  discharging  that  doty,  the  com- 
I  pany  reqnire  uie  panenger  to  perform 
an  act  which  is  perilous  in  itself,  in 
paB8infl[  from  one  car  to  another,  in  a 
dark  night,  when  the  cars  are  in  mo- 
tion, and  in  doing  which  the  passenger 
loses  his  life,  toe  negligeneey  if  any, 
which  that  act  inyoWes,  shonld  he  im- 
pnted  to  the  ocmpany  a/^.    (Id.) 

3.  Thus,  where  the  railroad  company,  on 
arriymg  at  a  station,  in  the  evening, 
detached  and  left  the  rear  car,  notifying 
the  passengers  therein  to  go  into  the 
next  car  forward,  and  after  a  stoppage 
of  some  ten  or  twelve  minntes  the  cars 
moved  on,  when  one  of  the  employees 
of  the  road,  discovering  a  nnmber  of 
passengers  standing  in  the  rear  car, 
said,  **  go  forward ;  there  are  plenty  of 
seats  forward ;  go  forward,  if  yon  want 
seats;"  some  of  the  passengers  then 
went  forward,  among  them  the  pl&in- 
tiflf 's  intestate,  a  lady,  who  undertook 
to  carry  a  bandbox,  oundle,  bcuJtet  and 
fower  pot,  and  in  stepping  from  one  car 
to  anotner,  fell  between  them  and  was 
killed: 

4.  Held,  that  the  rule  that  contribvr 
(ory  negligence  will  prevent  a  recovery 
by  the  party  Baflfering  the  injory,  onght 
not  to  be  applied  to  such  a  case.    {Id,) 

bk  In  appraising  lands  to  be  taken  for  a 
railroad,  under  the  statute,  the  commis 
sioners  are  not  aothorized  to  increase 
the  amount  of  compensation  which  they 
have  fixed  as  the  full  value  of  the  land, 
by  nWow'mg  consequential  danuiget,  basea 
upon  the  possibility,  or  even  probability, 
that  Uie  particular  business  in  which 
the  owner  was  engaged  might  be  in- 
jured, and  his  property  (a  flax  mill)  de- 
crease in  value,  in  consequence  of  dan- 
cer to  bis  apprenended  from  fire  emitted 
from  the  enmnes  used  by  the  coinpany 
in  running  meir  road.  {Matter  of  union 
Village,  dc.  B.  B.  Co.  ante,  420.) 

6.  When  the  Sixth  Avenue  Railroad  Com- 
pany of  the  city  of  New  York,  the  de- 
fenoants,  secured  its  charter,  it  was 
with  the  tacit  understanding  they  could 
charge  ^w  cents  fare  in  specte,  that  being 
then  the  lawful  money.  {Monmenny 
agt  Sixik  Ave.  B,  B.  Co.  anU,  452.) 

7.  An  extraordinary  crisis  arose,  compell- 
ing the  general  government  to  issue  a 
paper  currencj^,  which  enhanced^  the 
value  of  the  original  fare,  and  justified 
the  defendants  in  advancing  their  fare 
one  cent,  when  paid  in  paper.    (Id.) 

&  The  law  of  eosgress,  passed  1864  (Stai- 


uies  at  Larae,  Tkvri^'eigkth  Congress,  p. 
485).  justified  the  city  railroad  compa- 
nies in  adding  the  additional  cent  to  the 
fiires,  even  if  the  paper  currency  had 
not  depreciated  the  ori^nal  fare ;  and 
passengers  are  bound,  if  tbey  wish  to 
ride  by  these  cars,  to  pay  such  addition- 
al cent    [Id.) 

9.  The  penal  act  of  1857,  against  railroad 
companies,  does  not  apply  to  city  rail- 
road companies,  and  ov  operation  of 
law  the  penalty  sougut  fur  tigainst 
these  defendants  cannot  be  recovered. 
{Id.) 

10.  A  contract  bv  the  owners  of  a  rail- 
road, to  be  made  under  an  act  of  incor- 
poration, with  the  owners  of  a  rival 
railroad,  not  to  continue  such  road  be- 
yond a  certain  point,  is  void  as  contra- 
vening public  policy-  (Hartford  and 
New  Uaven  B.  B.  Co.  agt.  The  New 
York  and  New  Haven  B.  B.  Co.  3  BobL 
411.) 

n.  Such  a  contract  does  not  affect  a  prior 
agreement' between  the  owners  of  such 
road,  who  also  owned  another  railroad, 
and  the  owners  of  another  road  adjoin- 
ing the  latter,  jo  divide  the  through 
fares  of  passengers  on  such  continuous 
road  in  a  certain  proportion,  although 
the  former  contains  a  provision  lo  de- 
duct an  additional  sum  monthly  from 
such  through  fares  as  a  consideration 
for  entering  into  such  new  illegal  con- 
tract ;  and  such  through  fares  must  be 
divided  as  thooffta  sucn  second  and  ille- 
gal contract  had  never  been  made.  (Id.) 

12.  The  division  of  the  through  fares  of 
passengers  u()on  a  connected  line  of 
railroad  consisting  of  two  adjoining 
railroads,  owned  by  two  different  own- 
ers, between  such  owners,  according 
to'  certain  rules  and  in  a  certain  man- 
ner, for  six  years,  without  objection, 
operates  as  a  construction  or  modifica- 
tion of  any  previous  contract,  if  not  a 
new  contract  between  such  owners, 
and  is  binding  upon  them,  and  must  be 
presumed  to  continue  until  formally 
annulled  or  rescinded.    (Id,) 

13.  An  agent  of  a  railroad  corporation, 
having  charge  of  a  depot  and  the  freight 
therein,  is  the  proper  person  to  inc^uire 
of  respecting  lost  bawage,  and  his  an- 
swer is  part  of  the  evidence  of  the  lo"s, 
and  admissible,  as  res  gesitB.  (Curtis 
agt  Tke  Avon,  Oeneseo,  Ac.  B.  B.  Co, 
49  Barb.  148.) 

1 1.  So  in  regard  to  an  arrangement  be- 
tween a  passenger  and  the  baggage 
master,  at' a  station,  that  the  baggage 
of  the  former  may  remain  at  the  depot, 
a.ud  that  the  latter  will  see  to  it  nntil  it 
can  be  sent  for.    (Id.) 
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15.  In  sn  sottoo  bf  m  pMWPgqr  agaimt  a 
lailroAd  oompanyi  to  recoTer  for  loat 
baggage,  evideiioe  to  abow  that  the 
pamenger  wai  lamei  and  nnable  to 
take  eham  of  hit  baggage  penonallj, 
is  admueible,  af  tending  to  proTO  that 
be  was  goilty  of  no  negligence  in  not 
ealling  lor  and  taking  eharae  of  his 
baggage  npon  the  arriTal  at  his  pUce 
of  deetinauon,  and  as  famishing  a  good 
for  naking    an  arrangement 


wiih  the  agents  of  the  railroad  oompanr 
that  it  dionld  remain  in  the  eostooV  oi 
the  oompany  nntU  called  for.    {Id.} 

16.  Where  a  passenger,  on  arriving  at 
his  destination,  nsgleets  to  look  after 
his  baggage,  and  negligently  leaves  it, 
'Without  any  arranaement  mat  the  car- 
rier shall  retain  it  lor  him,  and  it  is  lost 
while  thns  sitoated^  without  &alt  on 
the  part  of  the  earner,  the  latter  is  not 
liablSB.    {Id.) 

17.  Bat  where  there  is  no  deliTeiy  of 
baggage  earned  open  a  railroad  to  the 
passenger,  and  no  neglect  to  claim  it  or 
inqoire  for  it,  bat,  on  the  oontrary,  the 
company's  agents  agree  to  retain  it  nn- 
tU  it  can  be  sent  for,  the  company's  lia- 
bility as  a  common  carrier  continues 
after  the  banage  is  taken  from  the 
cars,  and  nnul  It  is  deliTered  or  ten- 
dered to  the  owner.    {Id.) 

18.  Where  a  railroad  bridge  was  well 
bnilt,  of  good  soand  materials,  noon  a 
plan  in  common  ose,  and  the  eyiaence 
as  to  its  Btren^h  and  capacity  was 
abundant,  and  its  sinking  was  in  no 
sense  doe  to  any  defect  in  its  original 
construction,  bat  to  a  process  of  nataral 
decay,  called  dry  rot;  and  the  day  be- 
fore It  fell  i(  had  been  inspected  by  the 
repairer  of  bridges  and  the  division  su- 
perintendent, competent  men,  and  ex- 
amined, tested  and  watohed  under  the 
weight  of  a  train  of  cars,  and  was 
dettmed  by  them  entirely  sound  and 
safe :  Beldi  that  the  company  was  not 
liable  to  the  representstives  of  an  em- 
ployee who  was  killed  by  the  falling 
of  the  brid^,  either  on  the  gronnd  of  a 
defect  in  its  construction  constituting 
negligence,  or  want  of  ordinary  care, 
or  Dy  reason  of  the  employment  of  in- 
competent, unskillful  or  improper  per- 
sons to  examine  liie  bridge.  {Jhmwiur 
agt  7%e  Ihrie  Saibcay  Company^  49 
Bath,  384.) 

19.  J9eU,  aUoy  that  to  render  the  company 
liable,  on  the  latter  ground,  it  must 
afflrmatively  be  made  to  appear  that 
proper  care  was  not  used  fa  the  selec- 
tion of  its  agents,  and  that  by  the  exer^ 
cise  of  proper  ears  Aose  i^nts  would 
have  been  rejected  as  mcompetent 
The  company  is  not  a  guannior  of 


IcompetoncT  or  fltnssa  in  its  anploiTii 
{Id.)  ^^ 

SO.  Btldf  fwiker,  that  the  oompany  was 
not  responsible  for  the  insuiBciency  of 
the  brioge,  in  the  abeenoe  of  notice,  un- 
less the  company  was  ignorant  of  its 
condition  throng  its  negUgeoee  or 
want  of  pr<^r  cars.    {Id.) 

21.  Under  the  act  of  congress,  anpnnred 
February  21 18G2,  authorising  the  issue 
of  United  States  notes,  and  dedaring 
that  they  shall  *'  be  lawful  money  ana 
a  legal  tender  for  all  4eM»,  nublie  and 
private,  within  the  United  States,  ex- 
cept dutiee  on  imports,  and  interest," 
4^,  a  railroad  company  is  bound  to  ae- 
oept  United  States  notes  issued  in  pur- 
suanee  of  that  act,  at  the  value  ex- 
pressed on  the  Awe  of  them,  in  payment 
of  ihre  upon  its  lailroad,  when  demand- 
ed in  advance  of  transportation  on  saeh 
road.  (Xmtu  agt.  Tkn  Kem  Tork  Cen- 
tral B.  B.  Co.  49  Barb.  390.) 

22»  If  it  exacts  pajrment  of  the  legal  &rs 
of  a  passenger  in  advance,  in  gold  or 
silver  ooin  of  the  United  Statea,  or  the 
market  value  of  such  coin  in  United 
States  notes,  it  will  be  guilty  of  extor- 
tion, and  liable  to  the  penaUy  impoeed 
by  toe  act  of  the  legislature  of  March 
2/,  1857,  for  asking  and  receivmg  a 
greater  rate  of  fiue  than  that  allowed 
bylaw.    {Id,) 

23.  RaUroad  oompaniee,  as  common  car- 
riers of  passengers,  must  be  held  te 
guaranty  the  soundness  and  safety  of 
their  vehicles,  their  bridges,  roa/^way 
and  mkkchinery.  ( Wamtr  agt  Tie  Bn» 
Bailway  Company,  49  Bart.  55&) 

21  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  servants  of  a  railroad  company ; 
there  being  no  such  guarantv  as  be- 
tween master  and  servant.    {Id.) 

25.  The  remedy  of  a  servant,  against  a 
master,  for  mjuries  sustained,  in  the 
service  of  the  latter,  rests  entirely  upon 
the  ground  of  misfeasance  or  negli- 
gence.   {Id.) 

26.  For  injuries  sustained  by  a  servant* 
in  his  master's  employment,  an  action 
iles  in  three  oases:  Ist  Where  the  in- 
Jury  was  caused  directly  by  the  person- 
al fi&ult,  negligence  or  misfeasance  of 
the  master.  Sd.  Where  the  ii^ury  re- 
sulted from  the  careless  hiring  cr  re- 
taining of  incompMetent  or  unskillM 
servants  in  superior  positiona.  3d. 
Where  the  master  does  not  IsIdb  proper 
precautions  for  the  safoty  ui  his  ser- 
vants, but  subjects  them  to  ii^ory  by 
the  use  of  unsue  maobineiy,  or  eisposss 
them  to  unreasonable  rida  and  daiMMw. 
{Id,)  ^ 
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ST.  Id  an  mUod  by  tha  pcntnud  repre- 
•ealAliTa  or  m  {htwd  who  wia  killed 
whils  in  ths  emploj  ot  thg  defanduiu, 
npon  Iheir  railway,  ai  a  baggagg  mu- 
ter oa  a  'Iraia  of  can,  bj  (be  bnaking 
down  of  a  bridgt,  to  recoTsr  a  compeo- 
aation  for  tbe  Iqjary,  nhen  tbe  plaintiff 
reitedj  on  ths  trial,  ahe  had  proved  tbat 
tbe  bndga  fell  from  decay ;  that  one  of 
"—    — ^»  was    badly  rotted,  --'    - 


•aore  tbao  ten  reui,  <M  timber  bat  par- 
tially teaaoiMa,  and  then  painled,  tnoa 
caoiing  dry  rat ;  and  by  the  leatimoiiy 
of  nveral  azparienead  bridge  bnilden, 
that  aneh  a  bndge  ooold  not  teaaoDably 
be  expa«lad  Id  ataod  orer  (rom  five  to 
eight  yean.  BM,  that  apoD  thia  nn- 
diapated  leilimoDy  the  judge  pn^rly 
refiuad  to  order  »  ooDioit,  and  that  he 
would  not  have  been  wairauied  in 
taliiiig  (he  caae  from  the  JDiy.    {Id.) 

S8.  Altbongh  tbe  law  dooa  not  require 
that  tba  dinclora  of  a  lailroad  corpora- 
tion, as  individoala,  <h-" t- 

ticular     profenional  il 

knowledge    or    akill  [, 

bridge  bDilding,  or  rs  >- 

tion  or  repairs,  o"  *' 


e  knowledge  or  ak 

yet  il  doee  reqalra  tbat 
repreaenling  the  eorpi 
ordinary  care  and  dlljge 
fur  the  conitinction,  ca. 
Buce  of  tbe  road,  aud 
of  the  employeee  of  I 
that  they  be  not  anbje 
■ar*  and  anreaaonable : 


ot  defecU  in  their  machinery,  or  in  the 
oonatruclioQ  of  the  nulnud,  or  in  lu 
bridgea  or  atherwiae.  Il  ia  tbair  dnly, 
acting  for  Ihe  corporation,  to  anticipaie 
deeay  uxd  failara  in  Ibeir  worka  and 
atrncMre  and  machinery,  and  to  pro- 
vide againat  aacfi  decay  and  fiiilute  in 
■eaaon  lo  prevent  iqjnry  or  damages 
•ad  a  dear  omiaaon  to  do  m  on  ibeir 
part  li  negligencG,  and  negligence  of 
the  eorporotioD.    [Id.] 

SO.  The  appointment  of  competent  and 
akillfut  aiienla  ia  eimpty  the  diecharga 
of  a  single  duty,  and  will  aave  the  cor- 
poration ftom  liability  for  negligence 
OD  Ihal  gronnd.  Bot  if  ekilR'tiT  and 
•omBaleiit  agenM  DegkM  their  daqr,  to 
lb*  intnty  u  the  aervanla  of  the  oor- 
pwMio%  or  otban,  (be  •orporaiioa  la 


bytl 


not  abetdvsd  Sncb  neglect  ii  atlll  tiie 
neglaot  of  the  corpoiation.  (Id.) 
31-  The  exemption  of  a  principal  ftom  lia- 
''"ilv  lo  a  aervant  i^r  an  injnry  inflicted 
toe  negligence  or  vant  of  care  oT  a 
low  aerrant,  exlaoda  to  all  cuee 
where  tbe  aerranta  are  atrictly  filloit 
tcmnff  in  the  aame  department  cd'  aer- 
vice,  and  are  not  aabject  lo  the  order 
or  control  of  each  other.  {Id.) 
i.  All  anbordlnalea,  who  are  ander  tbe 
control  of  a  laparior,  are  entitled  to 
hold  Boeh  pnpenor  u  repreaenting  the 


33.  Thoa,  when  a  railroad  eorporatiati, 
throogn  ita  board  of  dlredora  and  ita 
other  ageula,  acting  under  their  antbo- 
rity,  il  gailty  of  negligence  in  not  tak- 
ing the  proper  core  and  preeautioa  to 
aee  to  It  and  know  that  a  bridge  ia  aafe 


employ  la  bi 
of  ancb  brid 


byOMbrval 


the  penonal  rep- 
;eaeed.  {Id.) 
34.  Where,  in  an  ection  againat  a  railroad 
oompooir  to  recover  damagea  for  a  per- 
Bonu  injury,  there  waa  no  pretence  that 
there  waa  any  negligence  on  the  part 
of  tbe  defendanta  which  eonid  auatoio 


eagioear  or  peraoa  in 


o „  , rge  of  the  de- 
fendanta' loflomotiTe  to  ring  tbe  b;ll, 
or  aoand  the  whiatle,  at  a  alrsat  croaa- 
ing)  and  tbe  teetimoDy  of  the  engineer 
npon  that  point  wa*  poailive  and  un- 
qualified tbat  tbe  whialle  waa  blown 

taatiSed  tbat  be  heard  Ihe  bell  ringing 


.  engine  ] 


ewore  that  they  heard  no  bell  or  whia- 
tle ;  Beld,  thai  a  verdict  In  favor  of  tbe 
plain  tifi  waa  not  warranted  by  the  evi- 

"  ibert  agl.  T     "  '     " 
t&  S83.) 


I.  Parol  tvidaiee  la  ailmiaalhle  t 
diet  or  explain  a  riaipt  of  paywutit 
given  by  a  partvfor  gooda  or  property 
Bold  I  Thna,  "Received  pavDient  by 
note,  three  montba,"  and  "Beceived 
.  payment  of  H.  K.  it  Co-'a  nolo,  fonr 
DKnlla.''     (BaON/I  Bgt  i^Hwar,  atUt, 

MtiS.a.zrjr.  r.Saa.) 
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3.  Bach  receipts  coDstitate  no  a^^ement 
between  the  parties  that  the  notes  men- 
tioned therein  shall  be  taken  as  abso- 
late  payment,  and  tfaerefure^  beinf^ 
merely  receipts,  may  be  explained  by 
parol  evidence,  by  showing  that  the 
notes  were  not  paid,  and  were  value 
less.    {Id,) 

3.  Where  the  only  issue  formed  by  the 
pleadings  is  the  fact  of  payment  m  the 
manner  set  np  in  the  answer,  the  oMrm- 
(Uive  of  sach  issae  is  npon  the  defend- 
ant.   {Id.) 

BECEIVEB. 

1.  A  receiver  may  be  appointed  to  wind 
up  tae  afikirs  of  an  msolvent  bank, 
either  under  the  Revised  Statutes  or 
under  the  act  of  1849.  {People  agt.  Cenr 
tral  City  JBanJk,  anttf  428.) 

2.  It  is  a  ffenend  rule  of  courts  of  equity 
that,  when  anything  is  due  to  a  mort- 
ga^ee  m  fMCieinan,  ne  will  not  be  de- 
prived or  such  possession  by  any  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  {Boltet  agt 
Ihifft  anUy  481.) 

3.  And  particularly  is  this  so  when  the 
mortgagee  is  responsible  and  is  able  to 
account  for  and  pay  any  excess  of  rents 
and  profits,  after  the  payment  of  his 
debt,  or  will  give  security  to  do  so. 

4.  But  where  it  appears  that  the  mort- 
gagee is  irresponsiule,  or  that  the  rents 
and  profits  would  be  lost  or  would  be  in 
danger  of  loss,  or  that  the  mortgagee 
was  committing  waste  upon  or  materi- 
ally injuring  the  premises,  a  different 
rule  would  prevail,  and  a  receiver 
would  be  appointed.    {Id.) 

5.  Where  an  interlocutory  decree  of  a 
judge  involves  an  adjudication  that  the 
mortgagee  in  possession,  who  is  also  ap- 
pointea  receiver?  is  entitled  to  remain 
in  possession  as  such  mortgagee  until 
the  coming  in  of  a  referee's  report; 
although  such  adjudication  would  not 
prevent  the  court  from  removing  him 
from  his  uiflce  of  receiver,  for  proper 
eanse  shown,  at  any  time  before  the 
coming  in  of  ^uch  report,  yet,  if  not  as 
a  matter  rea  adjvdicata^  as  matter  of 
judicial  decorum,  it  precludes  his  re- 
moval by  any  other  judge  of  the  court, 
for  any  cause  existing  before  tuck  inter- 
locutory  order^  thab  the  judge  by  whom 
such  order  was  made.    {Id.) 

6.  The  defendant,  in  an  action  brought  by 
a  Jeceiver  as  such,  put  in  a  demurrer, 
which,  on  motion,  was  stricken  out  as 
frivolous :  and  she,  on  applying  to  the 
ooort  for  leave  to  answer,  was  allowed 


to  do  so,  provided  that  she  executed  a 
bond,  with  sureties,  conditioned  that  if 
the  plaintiff  should  finally  recover  judff 
ment  against  her  she  would  obey  suui 
judgment,  and  would  pay  the  plaintift 
the  sum  thereby  directed  to  be  paid. 
Bach  bond  was  thereupon  executed. 
In  an  action  thereon,  it  vcu  held^  that 
the  execution  of  such  bond  to  the  plain- 
tiff at  rteeveer  must  be  deemed  an  ad- 
mission by  the  obligors,  not  only  that 
the  plaintiff  had  b^n  duly  appointed 
receiver,  but  also  that  the  receiver  was 
authorized  to  bring  the  action  men- 
tioned in  the  oonmtion  of  the  bond. 
{Scott  agt.  Dwicombef  49  Barh,  73.) 

7.  ffetdy  aUOf  that  it  was  not  necessaiy 
fpr  the  plaintiff,  on  the  trial,  to  show 
the  judgment  recovered,  and  execution 
issued  and  returned  unsatisfied,  espe- 
cially as  the  defendant  had  not  set  up 
in  his  answer  that  the  plaintiff  had  not 
been  regularly  appointed  receiver,  and 
made  no  attempt  to  show  that  he  had 
beea,  on  the  trial.    {Id.) 

8.  £r«Zi2,ykrtA«r,  that  itwas  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  introduce  even  the 
original  order  appointing  him  receiver, 
or  his  bond  as  receiver.    {Id ) 

9.  The  surety  in  a  bond  given  to  a  plain> 
tiff  suin^  as  receiver,  conditioned  to 
pay  any  judgment  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
cover a^inst  the  principal  obligor,  in 
that  action,  is  liable  for  the  amount  of 
judgments  recovered  in  cases  wherein 
the  obligee  is  appointed  reoeivfr  subse- 
quent to  the  execution  of  such  bond,  as 
well  as  for  the  amount  of  those  recov- 
ered previously.    {Id.) 

10.  An  appeal  wiU  lie  to  this  court  from 
an  order  of  the  general  term  refusing  to 
vacate  an  attachment,  where  sncb  va- 
cation is  asked  for  as  a  matter  of  law 
and  of  strict  right,  and  not  involving 
any  question  ot  discretion,  il^aty  agt 
The  Pirtt  NatimuU  Bank  of  8elma,lff 
N.  Y.  B.  5S3.) 

11.  A  receiver  of  an  insolvent  corporation 
cannot  interfere  in  a  case,  as  by  giving 
notice  of  a  motion,  or  conducting  an  ap- 
peal in  his  own  name,  until  ne  has 
oeen  made  a  party  to  the  action  by  an 
order  of  the  court    {Id,) 

12.  Where  a  receiver  of  an  insuianea 
company  prosecutes  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  money  for  the  enhancement 
of  the  fund  of  which  he  is  receiver,  «m1 
ftils  to  recover,  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  costs.  {Columbian  Inmranoe  Co,  agt 
Stevme,  37  N.  F.  B.  536.) 

13.  Buoh  defendant  is  not  bound  to  await 
the  administration  of  the  fond,  asd,  as  a 
general  creditor,  to  show  with  otbsr 
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parties  istensted  therein  pro  rate,  bat 
18  entitled  to  an  immediate  order  for  the 
payment  of  the  coeta  oat  of  any  fnnds 
ui  the  bands  of  the  receiver.    {Id.) 

14.  When  such  receiver  continaes  the 
proeecation  of  an  action  begun  by  the 
company  before  his  appointment,  he  is 
chargeable  with  the  costs  m  like  man- 
ner as  if  he  were  made  a  party  plaintiif. 
{Id.) 

REFEREE 

■ 

1.  Where  there  is  a  conflict  of  evidence, 
the  court  will  not  disturb  a  referee's 
conclusions  of  fact.  ( The  HartfnxL  and 
Ifew  Haven  B.  JR.  Co.  agt.  The  New 
York  and  New  Haven  B.  B.  Co.  3  Bobt. 
411.) 

%.  A  referee  is  not  required  to  find  upon 
any  other  facts  than  those  which  enter 
into  and  fbrm  the  basis  ol  the  judgment 
to  be  entered  upon  his  report  He  is 
not  required  to  negative  in  express 
terms  any  other  facts.  Facts  not  found 
are  necessarily  negatived  bv  implica- 
tion. {Sertnont  a«^  Bae^eTf  49  J^rb. 
362.) 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  upon  a  charter- 
party,  the  answer  set  up  as  a  defense 
that  the  plaintiff  induced  the  defendants 
to  enter  into  the  agreement  by  repre- 
sentinff  that  the  vessel  would  carry  at 
least  wd  tons  of  such  cargo  as  the  de- 
fendants desired  to  ship,  which  repre- 
sentation was  false  and  firaudulent; 
and  the  referee  found  that  the  parties 
executed  the  charter-party  set  out  in 
the  complaint,  and  thai  no  fiilse  or 
fraudulent  repreeentations  were  made 
by  the  plaintiff  or  his  agent,  to  the  de- 
fendant, or  either  of  tnem,  with  re- 
spect to  the  vessel  chartered,  for  the 
purpose  of  inducing  them  to  enter  into 
said  agreement,  or  for  any  purpose; 
Beldf  that  the  finding  was  soJflcient 
{Id.) 

4.  A  finding  that  the  parties  executed  the 
charter-party  set  out  in  the  complaint, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  fully  performed  all 
the  conditions  of  his  agreement,  is  sulB- 
ciently  explicit  in  respect  to  the  plain- 
tiff's performance.  It  is  not  necessarv 
to  fina  in  what  manner  he  performea, 
or  what  particular  acta  he  did  by  way 
of  performance.    {Id,) 

REFERENCE. 

1.  Bdltmue  of  Claimg  agoMut  Sxeeuton 
ana  Adminietratort. — On  the  11th  of 


2.  '*  Susbooatb'b  Court^  Herkimer  Co. 
In  the  matter  of  tlie  claim  of  Jamee  H. 
Bucklin  agt.  The  E»(aU  of  Edmund  O. 
Chemin.  The  claim  of  James  H.  Buck- 
lin having  been  presented  to  the  admin- 
istratrix and  rejected,  and  the  parties 
agreeing  to*a  reference :  It  is  ordered 
bv  the  surrogate,  that  Hon.  Amob  H. 
Fresoott,  Martin  W.  Priest,  Esq.,  and 
William  T.  Wheeler,  Esq.,  and  they  are 
hereby  appointed,  referees  to  hear  and 
determine  the  claim  of  said  Bucklin; 
and  let  this  order  be  entered  wi^  the 
clerk  of  Herkimer  county. 
"  Dated  lltb  May,  1866,  at  Herkimer. 
"  VOLNEY  OWEN,  Swrroffate. 
"We  assent  to  the  above  order,  and 
consent  the  same  to  be  entered  May 


II 


11th,  1^66. 

"Hardin  6c  Bubrowb, 

**Attometfs  for  plaintiff, 
"H.  Link, 
** Attorney  for  administratrix. 
Indorsed,  Filed  11  May,  1866. 

Z.  a&BBNB,  ClerV* 


it 


3.  Held^  1st.  That  this  order  and  consent 
taken  together  are  an  agreement  in 
writing  to  refer  required  by  the  statute. 
{BwMui  agt  Chapin,  ante^  155.) 

4.  *2d.  That  they  constituted  an  apprtnal 
hy  the  eunogate  of  the  persons  agreed 
on  as  referees.    {Id.) 

5.  3d.  That  they  were  filed,  and  the  &et 
of  filing  is  noted  on  the  paper,  which 
answers  the  requirement  that  the  agrt^ 
ment  and  approval  mnut  he  filed.    {Id,) 

6.  4th.  That  the  requirement  of  the  stat- 
ute, that  the  rule  referring  the  claim  to 
the  persons  indicated  must  be  entered  hy 
the  clerh  of  the  eupreme  court,  can  be 
complied  with  hj  an  entry  by  the  clerk 
nuTicpro  tuncj  ii  it  was  not  actually  en- 
tered at  the  time  of  filing.    {Id.) 

7.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  papers 
are  not  in  conformity  to  the  statute,  the 
referees  nevertheless  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear,  try  and  determine  the  mat- 
ters in  controversy  between  the  parties, 
by  the  voluntary  appearance  of  tne  par- 
ties, the  supreme  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion over  such  claims,  which  were  sub- 
mitted to  the  referees ;  and  their  report 
is  legal  and  binding  until  set  aside  by 
the  court  in  some  proceedins  properly 
instituted  for  that  purpose,    {fd.) 

8.  There  is  no  more  necessity  for  an 
agreement  in  writing  and  rule  of  refer- 
ence in  the  class  of  cases  under  the  stat- 
ute, like  the  present,  than  there  is  in 
references  under  the  Code  (^  270) ;  and 
under  the  latter  it  is  well  settled  that 


Ifay,  1866,  the  surrogate  of  Herkimer       proceedings  upon  a  reference  is  a  waiver 
eounty  made  an  order  or  writing  in  this  I     of  all  objections  because  of  irregulari- 
as  follows:  1     ties.    {Id,) 
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9.  The 


before  the  rafereee. 


,  Tbe  mnpeumnee  before  ue  raiereei. 
the  trial  of  the  elaim  pneented  ena 
report  thereon,  era  all  that  are  neoea* 
MIT  to  joatif^  the  entry  of  a  jadgment 
All  the  prehminary  stepa  maj  be  enp- 
plied  nutue  pn  time,    {la.) 

10.  On  the  trial  of  a  came,  the  court  has 
no  power,  and  oouMqaently  a  referee 
hai  none,  to  allow  the  amen4mtMt  of  a 
pleading  hj  inaerting  a  imiv  caum  of  ac- 
tion or  a  new  defaue.  (IML  agt  Jlbrd, 
ofUc,  331.) 

11.  If^  on  the  trial,  sueb  an  amendment  is 
des/red,  it  can  only  be  obtained  by  ens- 
pending  the  trial  or  hearing,  and  appW- 
ug  on  motion  to  tht  tpcciatterm,    (la.) 

12.  The  opinions  advanoed  in  Woodruff  ^^ 
JHeku  (31  How.  fV.  B.  164),  '« that  a 
referee  is  no  longer  an  officer  of  the 
ooort,"  or  that  '*  the  eonrt  at  special 
term  has  no  more  power  to  grant 
amendments  than  the  oonrt  has  on  the 
trial,*'  or  **  that  a  referee  has  all  the 
powers  of  a  court  at  special  term  to  al- 
low amendments,^  not  ooncorred  in. 
{Id,) 

13.  A  rtferte  appointed  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine a  cause  is  always  nader  the  con- 
trol and  direction  of  the  conrt,  and  may 
be  removed  at  its  pleasure.    {Id,) 

11.  Where  the  referee,  on  the  hearing, 
makes  an  order  allowing  the  amend- 
ment of  an  answer  by  inserting  therein 
the  defense  of  the  ttatuU  of  limUaiiont^ 
it  is  an  order  made  without  authority ; 
and  ulLnongh  it  is  the  subject  of  ezcep- 
tioii,  and  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal 
from  any  judgment  which  might  be 
entered  on  the  referee's  report,  the 
plaintiff  is  nut  restricted  to  that  mode 
of  redress ;  he  may  take  the  more  ex- 
peditions and  less  ezpensiye  mode,  by 
moving  at  special  term  to  set  aside  the 
order.    {IdJ) 

15.  The  s^ial  term  possesses  the  power 
to  set  aside  any  order  made  by  a  referee 
in  the  progress  of  a  cause,  which  he  had 
not  authority  to  make;  and  also  the 
power  to  compel  him  to  proceed  to  the 
trial  of  the  issues  referred  to  him  for 
determination.  {Theca$eofUnio%Bank 
agt.  Jfott,  18  How.  Pr,  S,  516,  apmroved 
andfoUowed.)    {Id,) 

16.  An  action  to  recover  the  value  ct  pro- 
perty lost  to  the  plaintiir  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants  is  not  upon  a 
coniractf  but  upon  a  breach  qf  diUy,  as 
a  tort,  and  is  not  referable.  ( Wamar 
agt  The  WeeUm  Traneportation  Oowir 
pany,  3  BobL  705.) 

17.  In  an  action  to  open  stated  aecounts, 
and  for  an  aooountlng,  it  is  prematore 


to  apply  for  a  reforenoe  imtQ  tlieq^^^ 
tion  of  the  right  to  an  aocoimting  has 
been  determined.  Until  then,  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  examination  of  the 
aecounts  will  be  reqiiired.  {MUckeil 
agt  Stewart^  3  AVb,  N,  S,  250.) 

18.  Where  the  parties  to  an  notion  pend* 
ing  before  a  referee  stipulate  that  he 
may  take  more  time  ibr  making  and 
filing  his  report  than  the  sixty  days 
prescribed  by  the  statate,  his  report 
will  n«t  be  set  aside  as  nmde  too  late, 
because  he  exeeeds  the  time  meotionea 
in  the  stipulation.  ( TkinttUn  agt  Bo^ 
9eU,^AtSb.N,a.bL) 

19.  When  the  parties  have  onoe  waived, 
as  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute  they 
are  enablM  to  do,  the  right  to  exact  a 
report  within  the  sixty  days,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  statate  which  declares 
that  the  report  may  be  set  aside,  or 
that  any  other  particnlar  eonaeqnence 
shall  result  from  the  fitilnre  of  the 
referee  to  report  within  the  extended 
time.  If  the  parties  surrender  the 
right  to  require  a  report  within  sixty 
days,  they  cannot,  by  any  stipulation, 
oontrol  the  action  of  the  referee.    (Jd.) 

SO.  What  oonstitates  an  act  indicating  the 
intention  of  a  party  to  disaffirm  the 
right  of  a  referee  to  deliver  a  report 
after  the  expiration  of  tbe  time  pr^ 
scribed  by  law,  considered,    (jfii) 

BEDEMPnOH. 

1.  Where  defendants,  holding  as  eollat- 
end  seenritv  certain  stooks  whieh  had 
subsequently  been  assigned  to  plaintilb, 
sold  the  same  with  the  assent  of  the  as- 
signees in  an  action  by  the  sssigaees 
against  defendants  to  reeov«r  the  sur- 
pTus  proceeds  of  the  stoek,  the  defend- 
ants can  daim  against  snch  enrplns  only 
such  an  amount  as  if  tendered  oy  plain- 
tiib  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  with 
interest  and  expenditures,  would  have 
canceled  and  oischamd  the  daim  of 
defendants  pledgees  of  tbe  stock.  ( Van 
JBlareom  agt  The  Broadway  Bank  37 

ir.  r,  u.  ao.) 

3.  Where  the  title  to  Uie  stocks  had  pass- 
ed to  the  assignees  prior  to  the  sale  by 
the  defendant;  the  titie  to  the  sulfas 
moneys^  at  tbe  time  of  the  sale,  was 
vested  m  the  assignees  eomequsBtij, 
the  defendants  oonld  set  off  no  claim 
which  they  at  that  time  held  against 
plaintiib'  assignor.    ( Jd.) 

3.  Where  the  eommlssioners  of  the  hmd- 
office  order  a  resale  of  landa,  and  di- 
rect in  what  paper  the  notioe  of  resale 
shall  be  published,  it  will  be  anffioient 
if  it  appeiur  that  the  notiee  is  pnUiifaea 
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in  the  paper  intended  by  the  order. 
UJandee  agt.  HaywtiTdj  tf  IT.  T,  B, 

4.  An  oriffiDBl  pnrctiuer  bu  three  months 
after  tale,  during  which  be  may  acqaire 
title  to  me  lanas  by  redeeming  them 
from  the  purchaser  within  that  time, 
when  the  same  is  pnrohased  bv  any 
other  than  the  state  ,*  and  "when  bid  in 
ibr  the  state,  by  paying  to  the  state 
Within  that  time  the  amonnt  for  which 
it  was  pnrchased.    {Id.) 

5.  Alter  the  expiration  of  three  months 
from  the  sale,  this  preferenoe  ceases;' 
and  the  state  engineer  can  sell  to  any 
one  who  may  wish  to  pnrehase ;  and 
the  right  of  redemption  ceases.   {Id.) 


6.  Where  the  common  law  gives  a  rem- 
edy, and  another  is  provided  by  stante, 
the  Utter  is  cnmolative,  nnless  made 
ezclasive  by  the  statate.  Efjeetment 
can  be  maintained  by  the  commission- 
ers to  remove  one  boiding  over  alter  no- 
tice to  qoit  given  by  them.    {Id,) 


RELEASE. 

1.  The  sole  ground  of  the  effect  of  a  re- 
lease to  one  of  several  joint  contractors 
or  wrongdoers,  in  discharging  all  is, 
that  it  is  m  presumption  of  Taw  a  satis- 
faction, whenever^  the  instmment 
creating  the  release  is  in  such  a  form, 
or  accompanied  by  sncfa  restrictions,  as 
to  repel  such  presumption,  it  does  not 
necessarily  discharge  all  the  parties. 
{Mathetrt  agt.  The  Chicopu  Manftfa9- 
twrin^  Co,,  3  SobL  711.) 

2.  When  a  release  in  form  to  a  joint  debt 
or  or  wiongdoer  is  accompanied  by  the 
reservation  of  the  liability  of  his  asso- 
ciate in  the  contract  or  tort  it  is  as 
plainly  the  intention  of  the  releasor  not 
to  abandon  his  claim  against  the  latter 
as  it  is  to  relinquish  the  right  of  pro- 
ceeding against  the  releasee,  if  he  can 
do  so  without  prejudice  to  his  claim 
against  both,    {id,) 

3.  Both  purposes  can  only  be  accomplish- 
ed by  restricting  the  nght  of  proceed- 
ing against  the  releasee  to  actions  di. 
rtctly  against  him^  becanse  that  will 
still  leave  the  nght  of  proceeding 
against  the  other  pfuly.  And  this  can 
only  be  done  by  construing  the  words 
of  present  release  as  execntoiy  and  a 
covenant  against  actions;  leaving  the 
releasee  to  nis  right  of  action  for  dam- 
ages thereon,  in  case  be  is  prqudiced 
by  a  subsequent  suit  brongnt  against 
him  and  his  associates.    {M.) 

4.  The  plaintiff  executed  a  release  to  the 
members  of  a  firji  who,  it  was  alleged. 


were  joint  tort  fbasora  with  the  defend 
ant,  if  any  tort  was  committed  by  him, 
eontaining  the  following  reservation: 
**It  being  expressly  understood  and 
agreed  that  I  do  not  hereby  release  oi 
prejudice  any  claim,  suit  or  demand, 
which  I  may  have  against  any  other 
person  or  persons  or  corporation,  for 
any  matter  or  thing  arising  out  of,  or 
connected  with,**  d&c,  **  or  for  any  other 
matter  or  thing  whatsoever":  Seld, 
that  the  release  did  not  have  the  effect 
to  discbaige  the  defendant,  or  to  prej- 
udice the  plaintiff's  claim  against  him 
for  matters  arising  oat  of,  or  connected 
with,  the  transaction  referred  to.   {Id,) 

.  A  release^  given  after  issue  is  joined 
in  an  action,  can  only  properly  be  the 
snbiect  of  a  supplemental  answer,  and 
not  of  an  amendment  of  that  originally 
put  in.    {Id.) 


BELIGIOUS  SOPIETIES. 

1.  A  religions  corporation  has,  at  common 
law,  an  inherent  right  to  part  with  and 
transfer  its  property;  and  statutes 
which  require  the  consent  of  a  court  to 
such  transfer  in  certain  cases,  are  re- 
strictive upon  such  common  law  right, 
and  not  the  source  of  it.  (The  Modi- 
ton  Avenue  Baj9iist  ChurtM  agt.  The 
BapHei  Church  in  Oliver  ttrut^o  BobU 
570.) 

2.  A  particular  statute  which  does  that 
(2  H.  L.  212,  $  it),  does  not  tale  awa^, 
entirely,  the  power  of  alienation.  It 
merely  limits  its  exercise,  by  requiring 
the  consent  of  the  court  thereto ;  and 
so  far  only,  it  restrains  its  power  of 
alienation.    {Id,) 

3.  As  a  religioas  corporation  thus  does 
not  derive  its  power  to  sell  from  the 
statute,  and  any  sals  by  it  is  made  good 
upon  merely  obtaining  the  sanction  of 
the  court  to  it,  a  substantial  compliance 
with  the  spirit  and  purpose  of  the  stat- 
ute should  be  all  that  is  renuired,  and 
be  deemed  sufficient.    (Id,) 

4.  When  the  object  of  a  sale  is  proper, 
and  in  no  way  conflicts  with  the  policy 
or  design  of  such  a  statute,  no  court 
would  be  justified  in  withholding  its 
consent  merely  because  the  corporation 
bad  formally  applied  for  permission  to 
omvey.  An  ai^eement  to  sell  always 
implies  an  agreement  to  convey  as  a 
neoessary  means  of  carrying  the  sale 
into  effect ;  and  an  agreement  to  con- 
vey implies  a  sale  previously  agreed 
opon,  which  needs  only  a  conveyance 
to  consnmnmte  it.  (Ar  MohblL}  J,) 
(Id.) 
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5.  Whenover  a  religloui  todetj  has  re- 
0olyed  to  dlspoM  of  its  property,  and 
determined  apon  the  terma  and  condi- 
tions of  Bale,  and  the  application  to  be 
made  of  the  monej  arising  therefromf 
it  is  in  a  condition  to  seek  to  seek  the 
sanction  of  the  coort ;  and  snch  sane 
tion,  when  giren,  maj  extend  to  the 
entire  agreement    {Id.) 

6.  An  application  for  sneh  sanction  is 
properly  made  by.  the  trustees  of  the 
oofporation.  when  it  is  shown  that  a 
majority  of  the  corporation  hare  ap- 
proved of  it    {Id.) 

7.  It  is  no  objection  to  an  order  allowing 
a  sale  made  upon  snch  an  application, 
that  it  does  not  direct  the  applieatiou 
of  the  moneys  arising  from  the  sale. 
The  court  having  acquired  jurisdiction, 
bv  a  proper  applicaUon,  any  mere  irreg- 
ularity or  defect  in  the  proceediDgs  sub- 
aequeot  to  the  petition  is  amendable. 
Moreover,  the  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds may  be  directed  by  a  separate 
older,    {id.) 

8.  Two  religions  societiee  may  be  united, 
by  the  abandonment  by  one  of  them  of 
its  distinctive  name  and  oiganization, 
and  its  mei^r  in  the  other ;  and  a  con- 
veyance of  the  property  of  the  first  to 
the  new  societv  may,  under  the  statute, 
be  sanctioned  oy  tlte  court    {Id.) 


BEHOVAL  OF  CAUSES. 

1.  One  who  msintains  his  idbmicil  in  an- 
other state,  where  his  family  reside, 
should  be  regarded  as  a  citixen  of  that 
state,  for  the  pnr|>ose  of  determing  a 
question  of  removing  a  cause  from  -a 
state  to  a  federal  court,  notwithstand- 
ing be  carries  on  business  in.  the  state 
in  the  courts  of  which  the  action  is 
brought,  and  vidts  that  state  regularly 
and  frequently  in  the  tnunction  of  such 
business.  iPuk  agt  Vkieago^  de,  B, 
JB.  Co.,Z  aU.  U.S.  4SQ.) 

3.  This  principle  applied  to  special  iiseta 
in  several  instances.    {Id.) 

3.  What  inference,  as  to  the  fact  of  citi- 
zenship, should  be  drawn  from  such 
acts  as  votinff,  procuring  one*8  name  to 
be  registered  as  a  voter,  Paying  an  in- 
come tax,  d&c— considered.    {Id.) 

4.  The  New  York  statutes  (JCaiMo/1853, 
eh.  466,  and  Law  of  1855.  ck.  379).— 
requiring  corporations  chartered  by 
other  states,  and  earrying  on  business 
in  New  York,  to  appoint  an  agent  in 
New  York  to  receive  service  of  prooess 
against  such  corporations,— do  not  af- 
fect the  question  of  eitixenship  of  the 
corporation,  arising  on  a  motion  to  re- 


move an  action  in  which  ft  is  a  party 
from  a  state  to  a  federal  court;  nor 
qualify  the  rights  of  parties  in  snch  an 
action  in  respect  to  such  removal 
Those  acts  provide  a  mode  in  which 
suits  may  be  ooitimeiictd  in  the  state 
courts,  against  the  corporations  to  whidi 
they  relate ;  but.  do  not  prevent  a  cor- 
poration against  which  an  action  has 
been  commenced  from  applyingto  have 
it  removed  to  a  federal  court  Tor  the 
purposes  of  an  application  to  remove  a 
CAfjfm  from  a  state  to  a  federal  court,  a 
corporation  must  be  regarded  as  dwell- 
ing in  the  state  by  which  it  is  created, 
n<ytwithstanding  an^  business  it  may 
carry  aa  in  another  state :  and  an  ac- 
tion by  or  against  it  must  be  regarded 
as  prosecuted  by  or  against  dtizena  of 
such  state.    {Id.) 

5.  The  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress 
of  Sept  21, 1789,— relative  to  the  re- 
moval of  causes  frvm  state  to  federal 
courts,— 4o  not  authorise  a  removal  of 
an  action  brought  iu;ain8tmore  than  one 
defendant,  if  any  oefendant  is  a  citizen 
of  the  state  in  which  the  action  is 
brought     {Id.) 

6.  In  applying  acts  of  congress  authoris- 
ing removal  of  a  cause  in  which  the 
**  plaintiff"  or  **  defendant "  is  a  dtisen, 
to  a  cause  in  which  several  persons  are 
piaintifib  or  defendants,  it  is  requisite 
that  all  the  plaintiffs  or  deftndants 
should  be  citizens.    (/<e2.) 

7.  The  construction  of  the  acta  of  congress 
of  July  37,  1866  (14  Stat,  at  2>.  306), 
and  Ifarch  3,  1867  {Id.  558),— relative 
to  the  removal  of  causes  from  state  to 
federal  oourts,  and  their  application  to 
the  facts  of  a  particular  caae,T-detenn- 
ined.    {Id.) 

REPLY. 

1.  A  reply  which  denies  averments  in  the 
answer,  which  are  material  to  the  plead- 
in{[  a  proper  counter-claim,  cannot  be 
stricken  out  as  frivolous.  ( Wood  sgt 
Mayor,  de.  of  Jfgw  Tori,  9  Abb.  If.  8. 
467.) 

REVENUE  STAMPa 

I.  The  latter  clause  of  the  provision  d 
the  internal  revenue  act  oi  the  United 
States,  authorizing  the  collector  to  albw 
stamps  to  be  siillzed  to  mort^ges, 
when  they  have  been  omitted  without 
intent  to  evade  the  provisions  of  that 
act,  or  to  defraud  the  j^verameut,  but 
dedaring  that  "no  right  acquirer  in 
good  fiiith  before  the  stamping  of  sudi 
1    Utstnunant  *  *  '*  and  tAc  rteordi»g 
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thereof f  if  wich  record  be  reonired  by 
law,  sblU  in  anT  maoner  be  affected  by 
each  stamping/'^  &o.»  doee  not  apply  to 
chattel  fMrigages^  ina8inQch.a8  it  contem- 
platee  morcgagea  which  reqnire  to  be 
recorded.  {Vail  agt.  Knapp^  49  Barb. 
399.) 

2.  Chattel  mortgagee  are  merely  filed,  and 
an  entry  maae  in  a  book  kept  by  the 
clerk  of  the  names  of  the  parties,  the 
amoont  secnredjthe  date,  time  of  filing, 
and  when  dne.  This  canot  be  regarded, 
in  any  proper  sense,  as  rtcording  a 
mortgage.    {Id.) 

3.  The  statnte  is  highly  oenal,  and  should 
not,  even  in  a  doabtfdl  case,  receive  a 
construction  which  wonld  invalidate 
the  security.  »{Id.) 

4.  Under  the  provision  of  schedule  "B" 
of  the  revenue  act.  specifying  among 
the  instruments  wnicn  require  to  be 
stamped  "  mortgage  of  lands,  estate  or 
property,  real  or  personal,  heritable  or 
ny>vable,  whatsoever,  where  the  same 
shall  be  made  as  a  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  any  definite  and  certain  sum 
of  money  lent  at  the  time,  or  previouslv 
due  and  owing,  or  forborne  to  be  paid) 
being  payable,"  no  stamp  is  necessary 
upon  mortgages  executed  to  secure  the 
mortgagees  as  drawers  and  indorsers 
of  driuU  drawn  for  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagors,  and  payable  subsemunt  to 
the  execution  of  nuM  mortgaget^  vfhere  no 
money  was  lent  at  the  time,  nor  had 
any  become  dne  and^  owing,  nor  was 
any  forborne  to  be  paid,  being  payahle. 
(/i) 

5.  A  party  has  no  vested  right  in  the  pen- 
alties inflicted  by  the  revenue  laws  for 
the  omission  of  another  to  place  the 
proper  revenue  stamp  upon  an  instru- 
ment, which  cannot  be^taken  away  by 
an  amendment  of  the  act  imposing  sucn 

Senalties.  {ffoppock  agt  Stcne^  49  Barb. 
24.) 

6.  The  use  of  an  instrument  in  evidence, 
when  not  properly  stamped,  is  forbid- 
den by  the  ffovemment  as  an  act  of 
policy,  for  toe  more  safe  and  speedy 
collection  of  the  duty,  and  not  for  the 
purpose  of  benefitting  the  one  party  or 
the  other.to  the  obligation.  The  power 
to  alter  or  regulate  this  policy  belongs 
to  the  government.    {Id.) 

7*  The  right  of  a  party  clainlng  property 
as  assignee  thereof  in  trust  for  the  ben- 
efit of  creditors,  to  set  up  the  invalidity 
of  a  prior  mortgage  upon  such  property, 
by  reason  of  its  lacking  the  proper 
revenue  stamp,  may  be  taken  away  by 
a  subsequent  amendment  of  the  act  of 
congress  imposing  the  penalties  for 
om&ing  the  appropriate  stamps,  not- 


withstanding the  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted before  the  amendment  went  into 
operation.    {Id.) 

SALE. 

1.  Although  dk  public  jvdicial  sale  of  valu- 
able city  lots  is  not  void  because  it 
takes  place  on  an  election  day  of  a  ci^y 
charter  election,  yet,  where  it  appears 
that,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that  the 
sale  was  made  on  a  da^  most  unfavora- 
ble to  a  large  gathering,  and  after  a 
written  notice  to  the  referee  from  the 
defendant,  the  person  to  be  most  affect- 
ed by  it,  tiiat  he  would  consider  it  '*  un- 
just and  oppressive ;"  that  the  lots  were 
sold  in  an  order  contrary  to  the  defend- 
ant's directions  and  wishes,  and  appa- 
rently detrimental  to  his  interests,  and 
under  circumstances  which  gave  rise  tp 
apprehensions  that  free  competition  was 
interfered  with,  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside  and  a  re- sale  ordered.  (£»ii^agt. 
PlaU,  ante,  23.) 

2.  Where  an  article  sold  by  an  auctioneer 
was  called  by  him  "  bbu  viiriol,'^  which 
was  open  to  inspection,  but  evidently 
was  so  termed  as  being  its  commercial 
designation,  or  as  being  a  vitriol  of  a 
bide  color  (which  it  was),  in  either  case 
there  was  no  van^anty  of  anything, 
even  though  the  auctioneer  stated  that 
the  article  "was  sound  and  in  good 
order,"  and  the  article  in  fact  was  an 
inferwr  article  of  blue  vitriol  {Hawkins 
agt.  Pemberton,  aTiUj  376.) 

3.  The  term  ** sound"  applies  to  condition 
only,  not  to  quality  or  kind,  and  is  op- 
posed to  d^ective,  deoayinq  or  injured. 
The  article  sold  was  evidently  sound 
as  inferior  blue  vUrioly  and  there  being 
no  question  but  what  it  was  in  qooa 
erdcTf  there  was  no  deception  practiced 
upon  the  purchaser,  although  he  alleged 
that  he  purchased  it  under  the  repre* 
Stfutatfons  of  the  auctioneer  as  mer- 
chantable blue  vitriol.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  the  principal  question  litigated 
upon  the  trial  was,  whether  the  plain- 
tin  sold  his  horse  to  the  defendant  for 
|500.  or  whether  he  was  delivered  to 
the  defendant  to  be  taken  to  New  York 
by  a  Uiird  person  and  sold  on  plaintiff's 
account,  and  the  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  was  directiy  in  con- 
flict upon  the  question: 

5.  Beld,  that  the  plaintiff  was  property 
permitted  to  show  that,  on  the  same 
day  tiiat  he  claimed  to  have  sold 
the  horse  to  the  defendant,  he  went 
to  his  (plaintiff's)  store,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  the  defendant,  made  an 
entry  in  his  book  of  accounts,  charge 
ing    the   defendant  with  the    horse, 
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at  iSOO.  and  that  he  nbteqmmUjf  axhib- 
ited  this  entvy  to  the  defeodant,  who 
adnuttad  its  aoeuracy.  (Qbovsk,  J., 
dmetUina.)  (IVuumt  agt  JWma^ 
mCe,  47£) 

6.  A  iodioial  sale  of  property  in  the  dtj 
of  Kew  York  on  the  day  of  the  charter 
election  is  not  for  that  reason  Toid.  A 
judicial  sale  is  not  the  business  of  a 
ooart,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Be- 
vised  Statutes,  declaring  that  no  court 
shall  be  opened  or  transact  anj  busi- 
ness in  any  city  or  town  on  the  day  of 
elections.  (1  R.  8.  b(k  ed.  14S,  M  €,  5.) 
{Kituf  agt  PUM,  2afir,r,B.  155.) 

7.  Where  a  party  diieetly  iotenated  in 
the  price  wnlch  the  property  to  be  sokl 
at  a  judicial  sale  shall  bring  requests 
that  the  sale  shall  not  take  place  on 
elecfion  day,  and  that  if  it  ao  so  he 
would  consider  it  '*  unjust  and  oppres- 
sive ;"  and  also  makes  a  reasonable  re* 
quest  as  to  the  order  in  which  the  par- 
cels shall  be  sold,  with  a  view  to  en- 
hancing the  price  it  mar  bring,  which 
requests  are  disregardea  wit£)ut  any 
apparent  good  cause,  and  the  plaintiff 
bios  in  the  property,  the  court,  looking 
info  these  and  similar  circumstances, 
win  be  justified  in  setting  aside  the 
proceeding  and  ordering  a  new  sale. 

8.  Occupying  a  position  of  advantaee,  it 
behooves  a  ptaintiir  to  pursue  his  'rem- 
edy with  scrupulous  care,  not  to  inflict 
unnecessary  iniur]^  on  the  party  within 
his  power ;  and  it  is  the  duty  <n  a  court 
to  see  that  its  process  is  not  made  un- 
necessarily oppressive.    {Id.) 

SAT18FACT10K. 

1.  The  principal  is  under  an  implied  obli- 
gation to  indemnify  an  innocent  agent 
for  obeving  his  oraers,  where  the  act 
would  nave  been  lawful  in  respect  to 
both,  if  tbe  principal  really  had  the  au- 
thority which  he  claimed.  {Hbwt  agt. 
If,  r:d  JB,  B.M,  Oo,V  Jf.  T.  R.fS}.) 

2  The  acceptance  by  a  creditor  of  the 
note  of  the  surety,  in  satisfaction  of  the 
demand,  is  equivalent  to  payment,  as 
against  a  party  bound  to  indemnify  the 
surety.    {Id.) 

Sw  Where  there  is  a  coDlanaet  for  the  sale 
and  purchase  of  land,  and  a  bond  and 
mortgage  is  given  upon  other  property, 
to  secure  a  part  of  the  purchase  money, 
and  where  possession  of  the  land  is 
taken  under  the  contract  of  purchase, 
and  partial  payments  on  the  oond  are 
made,  a  surrender  and  cancellation  by 
the  parties  of  the  principal  contract, 
and  a  restoration  of  possession  to  the 


vwidor,  works  a  aalia&etio^  of  the 
bond  Mid  mortgage,  where  tlftre  is  no 
agreement  between  the  parties  to  the 
contrary.    {Bwdamd  agt.  Wkeeitr, 37  if. 

r.  M.  Hi.) 

SBCUSITT  FOR  COSTS. 

1.  A  plaintiff  who  does  not  reside  in  the 
dty  of  New  York,  may,  though  a  resi- 
dent of  the  state,  be  required,  on  eomr 
meneing  a  suit  in  the  superior  court  of 
the  dty  of  New  York,  to  file  security 
for  coats.  IBoUcn  agt  2\wior,  3  BtU 
647.) 

2.  Where  an  order  to  file  seenrity  for 
costs  ia  peremptory  and  abeolute,  and 
no  time  is  allowed  for  compliance  there- 
with, the  S7th  jgeneral  court  rule  ia  ap- 

Slicable,  and  the  plaintiff  haa  twen^ 
ays   in   which   to  ooinply   with  ik 
( J^WcMwm  agt.  Toung^  3  JiobL  666.) 

3.  An  appeal  from  such  an  order  does  not 
in  Itself  stay  proceedings;  and  if  the 
plaintiff  does  not  file  security  witffin 
twenty  days,  the  defendant  will  be  en- 
titled to  a  diemisaal  of  tbe  oomplaint, 
ui^ess  a  stay  of  proceedings  is  obtained. 
{Id.) 

8EBVICE. 

1.  An  order  io  tkom  osvm  issued  against 
a  hamk  Is  property  served  upon  its  «£» 
jprstMbaf,  especially  where  it  appears 
that  he  is  alao  a  dirodor^  which  perhapa 
might  t>e  presumed  firom  his  office  of 
vice-president  (PtopU  agt  C€nitrtd 
Oibf  Bmi,  atUt,  498). 

S.  Where  one  of  the  two  applications  Ibr 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver — boUi 
made  on  tbe  same  day,  before  different 
justices,  in  difforent  judicial  districts— 
obtained  the  first  jmUcial  action  by  ser- 
via  of  paperif  of  the  first  ffraniiMff  tkt 
order^  Ol  the  first  perfecting  of  the  ap- 
pointment, by  the  txoaUiim^  ofpnmal 
and  jUimg  of  ikt  tv/vMi  Aoad,  it  took 
precedence  of  the  other,  notwithstand- 
ing the  latter  receiver  first  took  aetoal 
possession  of  the  property  and  aasela  of 
the  bank.    {Id) 

3.  A  service  of  a  sammons  on  a  direetar 
of  a  corporation  is  regular,  and  will 
give  the  court  complete  jurisdicdon  of 
the  parties.  {CwrtU  agt  2^  JLsms 
Oauuto,  dcB.M.  Oo.SBoh^.  148.) 

8EBTICB  BY  PUBLICATION. 

1.  The  prwif  required  to  satisfy  the  ofil- 
cer  granting  an  ordtr  of  jra&iicatipiH 
that  the  party  cannot,  after  dna  dill 
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genoe  be  found  within  the  state,  mnst 
appear  by  affidavit  The  rehum  of  a 
tieriff  apOD  the  snmmons,  will  not  be 
conuuered  as  forming  any  piurt  of  sach 
prool    {W€^t^Goble,ank,d56,) 

3.  The  plauUif  in  the  action,  is  a  com- 
petent person  to  make  the  affidavit  for 
an  order  of  publication,  as  was  decided 
fai  Van  Wych  agt.  Hardy  (20  Rcw,  Pr. 
iK.222).    \Id.\ 

3L  The  statate  does  not  prescribe  wAo 
shall  make  the  affidavit;  bat  it  mast 
show  that  dne  diligence  has  been  nsed ; 
and  that  the  person  to  be  served  can- 
not be  fonnd  within  the  state,  to  the 
satisl^tion  of  the  conrt  or  jadge.  {Id.) 

4,  The  statote  does  not  require  the^tn^ 
cf  tkt  complaint  in  a  case,  where  the 
defendant  is  tened  pmwnally  out  of 
the  state,  soon  after  the  order  of  pub- 
lication is  granted,  and  where  no  pub- 
lication is  made,     (id.) 

&  Personal  service  of  a  copy  of  the  sum- 
mons and  complaiot,  out  of  the  state, 
is  equivalent  to  publication  and  deposit 
in  the  poet  offioe.    {Code,  i  125,)    [Id.) 

6.  Where  the  summons  is  issued  and  an 
aUOiehmaU  levied  u|x>n  defendant's  pro- 
perty, more  than  thirty  days  before  the 
service  of  the  summons  and  complaint 
upon  the  defendant  out  of  the  state,  bj 
which  the  action  is  deemed  to  have  been 
commenced  (no  service  by  publication 
having  beeu  made),  the  attachment  be- 
eomes  wholly  void,  under  section  227 
of  the  Code,  and  will  be  set  aside  on 
motion.  But  the  order  of  publication 
will  be  allowed  to  stand.    {Id,) 

8ET-OM. 

1.  Where  the  conrt,  in  an  aedon  to  set 
off  judgments,  directs  such  set  off  upon 
condition  that  the  plaintiff  pa^  the  costs 
of  the  supplementary  proofeeaings  insti- 
tuted by  the  defendant  on  the  Judgment 
against  Uie '  plaintiff,  and  deliver  to  the 
defendant  a  receipt,  by  the  plaintiff 
applying  the  amount  of  the  defendant's 
judgment  on  the  judgments  held  lupsinst 
the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  reftise  to  accept  such 
costs  and  receipt,  on  the  ground  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  properly  execute 
such  condition,  as  he  woold  be  violating 
the  injunction  in  the  supplementary 
proceedings.     {BuUtr  agt  iVtUet,  ants, 

2.  The  acts  required  of  the  plaintiff  are 
aattioriEed  by  the  {ndgment  of  the 
ooort,  which  is  neceManly  a  complete 
Justification  and  proteetion  to  him  for 
ell  aota  done  undf^  it    {Id,) 


3.  Besides,  if  the  performance  of  such 
eonditioB  could  be  regardeid  as  a  viola- 
tion of  the  injunction,  it  would  merely 
subject  the  plaintiff  to  punishment  as 
for  a  contempt,  and  would  not  render 
the  receipt  or  the  payment  of  costs  in- 
effisctnal  or  invalid.  Therefore  the  de- 
fendant would  have  no  concern  in  the 
matter.    (XI  > 

4.  An  allowance  to  a  party  by  way  of 
setoff  is  always  founded  on  an  exist- 
ing demand  in  pr^tgenttf  and  not  on  one 
that  may  be  claimed  in  Jvturo,  {Mar- 
tin agt  Kungmulla-f  37  If.  T.  B,  396.) 

5.  In  an  action  by  an  assignee,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  oibet  a  note  made  by 
the  assignor,  which  fell  dne  after  the 
aesigument  of  the  subject  of  the  action 
was  made.    {Id.) 


6.  Where  a  pledgee  of  goods  employs  the 
owner  to  sell  them,  and  the  latter  selh 
them  to  a  purchaser  with  notice  of  the 
pledgee's  lien  tiftereon,  for  advances, 
ren^ring  bills  stating  the  price  to  be 
payable  to  the  pledgee,  and  the  pur- 
chaser agrees  to  pay  tlie  price  to  the 
pledgee^  the  purchaser  cannot  set  off  a 
claim  against  the  owner,  in  an  action 
by  the  pledgee  for  the  price  of  the 
goods.    [Ifottebokm  agt.  Jfoof,  3  ilo6<« 

7.  One  who  advances  money  to  an  agent 
or  officer  of  the  state,  not  authorised  to 
borrow  money  on  the  credit  of  the 
state,  acquires  no  daim,  legal  or  equit- 
able, agamst  the  state  for  repayment, 
which  can  be  the  subject  of  set-off  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  state  against 
him,  even  though  the  money  was  re- 
quired and  used  by  the  agent  or  officer 
m  the  performance  of  his  du^  as  snob. 
{PfopU  agt  Brandreth,  3  Abb.  If.  8. 

8.  Whether,  in  any  case,  an  individual 
sued  by  the  state  can  interpose  a  set-off 
or  oounter-claim — gueret    {Id.) 

SHIPS  AND  VESSELS. 

1.  Within  the  contemplation  of  the  act  of 
April  2, 1862,  providing  for  the  collec- 
tion of  demands  a^inst  ships  and  ves- 
sels, and  other  similar  statutes,  the 
place  where  toe  services  are  in  fiiet 
lendered,  although  they  are  rendered 
under  and  in  pursuance  of  a  contract 
made  at  another  place,  is  the  ]^aoe 
where  the  debt  is  deemed  to  have  oeen 
contracted.  {MuUin  agt  Sieh,  49 
Satit,  250.) 

2.  Thus,  where  a  contract  was  entered 
into  at  the  city  of  New  York,  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  master  of  aibip, 
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br  which  the  fonnar  ftgreed  to  load  aaid 
■nip  with  oak  dmber  fo^  a  speeifled 
ram ;  and  the  thip-^en  lyinff  at  Brook- 
lyn— was  afterwards  moved  to  Wee- 
liawken,  in  the  state  of  New  Jerse/, 
where  sne  was  loaded  by  the  plainuff, 
nnder  and  in  porsoanoe  of  the  contract : 
Hdd^  that  the  snm  doe  to  the  plaintiff 
for  his  services  in  loading  the  snip  was 
not  a  debt  contracted  within  the  state 
of  New  Toik,  nor  a  subsisting  lien, 
npon  the  reiisel,  for  which  an  attach- 
ment  conld  be  issoed  under  the  act 
above  mentioned     {Id.) 

3.  Where  a  vessel  is  run  by  the  master, 
on  shares,  it  is  not  a  cbarterinff,  nor 
does  the  master  become  owner,  lor  the 
time  beinff;  and  parties  dealing  with 
him  are  justified  in  considering  him 
clothed  with  the  oraal  authority  of  a 
master ;  espedallv  where  one  of  the 
owners  indorsed  tne  action  of  the  mas- 
ter, in  dealing  with  such  parties,  before 
thev  gave  blm  credit.  (McCrtady  agt 
TJiriu,  49  Bath.  438.) 

4.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  master 
can  bind  the  vessel  and  her  owners,  for 
supplies  and    necessaries    fiimisned. 

d.  Where  the  master  testifies  that  money 
advanced  to  him,  and  expended  by  the 
plaintiffs,  was  for  the  account  oi  the 
vessel ;  that  the  plaintifts  rendered  him 
an  account,  and  be  certified  it  to  be  oor^ 
rect ;  the  mere  fact  that  he  is  unable  to 
state,  siler  the  lapse  of  several  years, 
what  the  money  was  expended  for,  will 
not  weaken  the  force  of  such  testimony. 
{Id.) 

6.  The  string  of  a  receipt  bv  a  third 
party  without  examination,  aescribing 
the  packages  shipped  as  in  good  order 
on  tneir  re-shipment,  furnishes  no  evi- 
dence of  the  condition  of  the  goods  at 
that  time.  {Hunt  agt  MicKn  Soutk'n  d 

IfvrUC%Ind.B.B.Co.7Pf  N.T.B.I&L) 

7.  Where  one  of  several  ioint  owners  of 
a  vessel  saUs  her  for  tne  joint  benefit 
of  all,  each  veceivlnff  a  share  of  the 
profits,  all  are  liable  for  money  advan* 
ced  at  the  reonest  of  the  owner  sailing 
her.  to  pay  ner  necessary  expenses, 
socb  as  port  charges  and  the  like. 
{BamU  agt.  CroveU,  3  Sobt.  72.) 

8LANDEB. 

1.  Where  defendant  kept  a  merchandise 
agency,  whose  business  it  was  to  ob- 
tam  information  respecting  the  credit 
and  responsibility  of  persons  in  busi- 
ness, and  to  furnish  the  same  to  those 
who  bad  just  occasion  to  use  it,  his  com- 
monication,  made  in  good  fiuth  to  a  sub* 


acriber  in  respect  to  the  character  and 
standing  of  the  plaintiff,  is  to  be  deemed 
confidential.  COrmtby  agt.  Doufftiutf 
Sr^.r.B.  477.) 

2.  Where  communications  are  rMided 
as  privileged,  they  are  protected  bom 
the  presumption  of  malice  which  is 
usually  to  be  inferred  from  the  charge 
itself.    {Id.) 

3.  When,  in  an  action  of  slander,  St  is 
made  to  appear  that  the  defendant  had 
just  occasion  for  speaking  the  words 
deemed  slanderous,  then  malice  is  not 
to  be  presumed,  and  additional  evidence 
is  necessary  to  establish  the  chaige. 
{Id.) 

4.  In  case  of  privileged  oommunicsftiooa, 
the  presemption  of  malice  being  rebut- 
ted, the  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  de- 
fendant was  influenced  by  o^er  mo- 
tives than  the  mere  discharge  of  a  doty. 
(74) 

5.  Where  the  oooasbn  of  speaking  the 
words  is  one  which  makes  the  conuna- 
nication  prima  Jack  privileged,  evi- 
dence that  it  was  fiilse  is  not  snflicient 
to  raise  the  presumption  of  malioe. 
{Id,) 

SPECIFIC  PEBFORHAKCE. 

J.  The  rule  of  courts  of  equiW'  that  in 
some  cases  time  may  be  r^araed  as  not 
of  the  essence  of  a  contract,  does  not 
extend  so  far  at  to  enable  a  partv  in 
default  to  obtain  affirmative  reiiex  in 
equity,  in  a  case  where  he  shows  neith- 
er any  good  reason  for  non-performance 
by  the  day  named  in  the  contract,  nor 
any  peculiar  equity.  {Ckate  agt.  ITo- 
^%f  3  Abb.  Jf,  S.  57.) 

2.  The  general  rale  applicable  in  this 
class  of  cases  is,  that  tune  is  a  dreum- 
stance  of  decisive  importance,  bat  that 
it  may  be  waived  bjr  the  conduct  of  tho. 
parties;  and  that  it  incumbent  on  a 
plaintiff  who  sues  for  a  specific  pei^ 
fonnance,  either  to  show  tnat  he  has 
used  due  diligence  to  perform  the  con- 
tract, on  his  |)art  by  the  day  named,  or 
if  notp  that  his  negligence  arose  from 
some  just  cause,  or  nas  been  aoquieseed 
in.  {LL) 

3.  In  an  action  for  the  specific  perform- 
*ance  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  land. 

it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  agreea 
with  the  defendant's  testator  for  the 
purchase  from  him  of  the  lot  of  land  in 
question,  npon  whidi  the  render  was 
to  make  the  purchaser  a  buildin^^  loan. 
The  agreement  provided  that  if  the 
plaintiff  should  refuse  or  neglect  to  com- 
plete the  building  contracted  for,  or  if 
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the  dililgent  prosecntion  of  the  work 
thereon  shoold  at  anj  time  be  Bospend- 
ed  for  ten  dajs^  the  vendor  shonld  have 
the  right  to  insiBt  on  immediai^  re-pay- 
ment of  his  advances,  and  to  sell,  on 
ten  days'  notice  to  the  purchaser,  all  the 
purchaser's  interest  m  the  premises, 
and  to  apply  the  proceeds.  Slc  Upon 
the  compietion^of  the  building  the  ven- 
dor was  to  give  the  purchnser  a  deed 
of  the  lot,  and  the  purcnaser  was  to  give 
back  a  morteage  for  the  price  of  the  lot 
and  the  building  loan,  it  further  ap- 
peared, that  before  the  building  was 
completed  the  purchaser  suspended  all 
work  upon  it,  in  oonsequenoe  of  which 
Uie  vendor  gave  him  notice,  that  he 
would  sell  the  interest  of  the  purchaser 
in  the  contract  under  the  power  re- 
served, unless  his  advances  were  re- 
paid ;  and  a  sale  was  accordingly  made 
at  public  auction,  no  notice  of  time  or 
place  of  sale  being  given  to  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  vendor  buving  in  the 
property.  In  an  action  by  the  pur- 
chaser against  the  executors  of  the  ven- 
dor, to  compel  a  performance  of  the  con- 
tract of  sale  and  the  delivery  of  the 
deed:  Heldj  1.  That  the  evidence 
adduced  to  show  a  reason  for  the  pur- 
chaser's delay  in  completing  the  build- 
ing was  insufficient  lor  that  purpose, 
and  the  purchaser  was  therefore  not 
entitled  to  a  specific  performance,  upon 
the  ground  that  his  own  non-perform- 
ance on  the  day  was  excused.  2.  That  the 
mere  fact  that  if  plHintilF  was  not  re- 
lieved he  would  sufler  a  loss  of  time  and 
materials,  did  not  constitute  a  special 
equity  such  as  would  entitle  him  to  re- 
lief within  the  rule  above  stated.   {Id, ) 

4.  The  provisions  in  the  contract  autho- 
rizing the  vendor  to  ro-sell  for  re-pay- 
ment of  his  advances  were  not  obli^ 
tory  upon  him.  It  was  optional  with 
him  to  resort  to  a  re-sale,  or  to  wtut  un- 
til the  time  limited  for  performance  ex- 
pired, and  then,  in  case  of  non-perform- 
ance, treat  the  contract  as  at  an  end, 
and  resume  possession  of  the  property, 
disclaiming  the  right  to  re-sell.    \Id.) 

5.  The  provisions  of  the  contract  review- 
ed with  reference  to  this  question  :  and 
their  construction  determined.    {Id.) 

6.  Whenever  a  court  of  eouity  declines, 
by  reson  of  a  default  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiif,  to  decree  a  specific  perform- 
ance ot  a  contract  in  his  favor,  it  will 
also  decline  to  award  him  damages  for 
the  breach.    {Id.) 

STATUTE  OF  FBAUDS. 


1.  A  verbal  promise  to  sell  goods  to  a  re- 
sponsible party  for  their  full  value,  and 

Voi^  XXXV.  39 


on  the  usual  terms,  forms  no  considera- 
tion for  aik  independent  engagement  to 
pay  the  antecedent  debt  of  a  thirdper- 
son.  {Pfeijer  agt  Adler.  TPl  N,  T.B, 
164.) 

i2.  A  paft>l  agreement  for  the  sale  of  goods 
of  the  value  of  fifty  (*ollars  or  more,  de- 
liverable at  a  future  day,  of  which  no 
memorandum  in  writing  nas  been 
made,  no  portion  of  the  purchase  money 
has  been  paid,  and  no  part  of  the  goods 
accepted  and  received  by  the  buyer  at 
the  time,  is  void  by  Uie  statute  of 
frauds.  The  fact  that  the  purchaser,  to 
whom  the  goods  are  consigned,  snbse- 
qnent  to  the  making  of  the  contract,  ac- 
cidentally obtains  possession  of  a  bill 
of  lading  of  them  on  their  shipment, 
but  reftues  to  pay  the  amount  demanded 
oy  it,  and  retains  the  same  without  the 
assnt  of'  the  vendor,  will  not  take  the 
case  out  of  the  statute.  {Brand  agt. 
Fochty  3  BobL  426.) 

3.  Where  goods  are  sold  on  the  credit  of 
and  charged  to  one  person,  but  deliv- 
ered to  another,  the  cftse  is  not  affected 
by  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  former 
becomes  the  original  debtor,  and  it  is 
an  original,  and  not  a  collateral  under- 
taking. {McCaffil  agt  Eadcliff,  3  BobU 
445.) 

4  Such  a  promise  or  undertaking  need 
not  be  m  writing ;  nor  need  there  be 
any  special  consideration  to  uphold  it. 


STATUTE  OP  LIMITATIONS. 

1.  The  successors  of  a  removed  adminis- 
trator, who  were  also  interested  in  the 
estate  as  legatees,  filed  a  petition  before 
the  surrogate,  praying  an  accounting 
by  their  predecessor,  and  that  he  be  or- 
dered to  pay  over  the  amount  found 
due.  Nearly  ten  years  having  elapsed 
between  the  removal  and  the  petition, 
the  predecessor  pleaded  the  statute  or 
limitationa  Hela^  1.  That  there  being 
no  authority  for  a  petition  in  the  two 
characters  of  legatee  and  successor  in 
administration,  and  the  relief  j>rayed 
being  such  as  could  only  be  given  to 
persons  interested  in  the  estate  as  leg- 
atees, the  proceeding  must  be  deemM 
to  be  instituted  by  the  petitioner  in 
that  character.  2.  That,  so  regarded, 
it  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time.  ( Clark 
agt.  Ford,  3  Abb,  N,  S.  245.) 

2.  A  demand  which  has  already  been  out- 
lawed at  the  death  of  the  original  debt- 
or cannot  be  revived  by  a  part  payment 
made  by  his  administrator.  If  an  ad 
ministtator  has  power  to  revive  such 
demand  at  all,  without  the  oonsent 
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tfaoM  intorafltod  in  the  Mtate,  it 
only  be  done  by  his  exmm  promiM  to 
pay.    (IftfXarm  agt  JfcJfarCm,  3  Abb. 
If,  S.  315.) 

\  An  indonement  made  upon  a  note,  by 
the  payee,  admitting  receipt  of  part 
payment,  it  not  enffieient,  by  itaelf,  to 
proTe  a  part  pajrment  for  the  pnrpoee 
of  removiDg  the  bar  of  the  atatnte  of 
limitations,  and  enabling  the  payee  to 
maintain  an  aetion  for  the  oalanoe. 
When  so  offered,  the  indonement  mnst 
be  regarded  as  a  mere  declaration,  by 
the  payee,  in  his  own  fisTor.    (Id.) 

STATUTE& 

t.  It  IB  a  general  mle  that  a  statute  affect- 
ing rights  and  liabilities  should  not  be 
BO  constmed  as  to  act  upon  those 
already  existing.  (Ifcifanau  agt  But- 
for,  Sr  N,  r.  JR.  176.) 

« 

2.  The  4ih  section  of  the  act  of  April  7, 
1863  {Law  of  1863,  ek.  95).  authorising 
the  Croton  Aqnednct  Board  to  construct 
the  work  therein  mentioned,  and  to 
purchase  the  tt*ateriaU  necCBSary  for 
the  Bame.  **  at  soch  places  and  in  such 
manner,  oy  contract,  as  they  may  deem 
the  public  interests  require,"  Ib  incon- 
sistent with  the  first  section  of  the  act 
of  1861  {Laws  of  1861,  p,  703),  which 
enacts  **  that  all  contracts  by  and  on 
the  behalf  of  the  major,  aldermen  and 
commonalty  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
shall  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  bidder 
for  the  same,  respectively,  with  ade- 
quate Becnrity ;  ana  every  such  contract 
snail  be  deemed  confirmed  in  and  to 
such  lowest  bidder  at  the  time  cf  the 
opening  of  the  bids;"  and  the  act  of 
1863  iMing  the  latest  enactment,  its 
effect  is  to  except  the  Croton  Aqueduct 
Board  from  the  operation  of  the  act  of 
1861,  and,  to  that  extent,  to  repeal  that 
act  ( The  People  ex  reL  HackUy  agt. 
Tlu  Croton  Aqueduct  Board,  49  Barb. 
259.) 

3.  The  act  of  February  10, 1865  {Lawt  of 
1865,  cA.  S9),  was  not  repealed  by  the 
act  of  February  24  {Law$  of  18C!5,  ek. 
41),  it  being  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature that  the  former  act  should  be 
considered  in  fall  force,  notwithBtand- 
ing  the  enactment  of  the  latter.  {Pow- 
en  agt.  Shepardy  49  Barb.  41&) 

4.  The  provisions  of  chapter  29  of  the 
laws  of  1865,  prescribing  a  maximum 
sum  to  be  paid  for  enlisting  soldiers, 
and  forbidding  the  payment  of  a  higher 
sum  by  cities,  cooDties,  dte.,  are  not 
nnoonstitntionaL    {Id.) 

5.  l*he  4th  section  of  that  act  took  efibct  3.  The  only  groond  of  equitable  j 
immediately,  notwithstanding  the  pro* )     tion  over  an  aetion  for  tha 


▼isions  of  chapter  41  of  the  laws  of 
1865,  suspending  the  operation  of  the 
seetioDS  <Mf  chapter  29  incorporated  into 
enapter  41  and  there  re-enacted.    {Id,) 

6L  A  new  law,  ofiTin^  lights  similar  to 
some  previonMy  existing  in  a  modifi^ed 
form,  is  not  to  be  oonsCruM  as  excluding 
the  exercise  of  the  latter  in  their  prior 
form,  unless  Iby  express  words  or  nnsr 
voidable  impUoition.  (Per  BoBSKTwnr, 
Ck.  J.)  {The  Harlem  Got  Liakt  Comh 
pawf  agt  The  Mayor,  dtc  of  jfem  Tort, 

1  The  distinction  between  pmbUe  asd 
private  statotes  stated.  {Bretz  agt  The 
Jfayor,  Se.  of  New  Tori,  3  Abb.  N.  & 
478.) 

2.  An  act  enabling  the  local  authorities 
of  a  particular  dty  or  county  to  raise 
monev  by  tax  for  the  payment  of  cer- 
tain claims  against  it,  is  not  a  pubUc, 
but  a  private  act  j  and  the  courts  can- 
not  take  notice  of  it  nnless  it  is  pleaded. 
{Id.) 

STAT  OF  PBOCEEDING& 

1.  A  stay  of  proceedingB,  for  the  purposes 
of  an  appeal,  is  not  vacated,  so  as  to 
enable  the  respondent  to  issue  execu- 
tion upon  the  jndffment  appealed  fiom, 
by  a  oectsion  of  the  appeal  announced 
orally  and  entered  on  the  minutes.  To 
exercise  the  stay,  there  most  be  a 
formal  judgment,  entered  by  the  cleik. 
{Bmman  igL  TaUman,  3  BobL  633L) 

2.  llie  issning  of  an  execution  after  such 
decision  entered  on  the  minutes,  and 
before  the  entry  of  a  judgment,  is  at 
most  a  mere  irregularity,  and  as  soch  a 
motion  to  racate  it  must  be  made 
promptly.  Such  a  motion,  made  seve- 
ral  months  after  the  levy  of  an  execu- 
tion upon  the  defendsAfs  property 
issued  upon  the  judgment  entered,  al- 
though he  had  appealed  from  it  to  the 
court  of  appeals,  was  Meld  too  late. 

STOCK  BBOKKBS. 

1.  A  court  of  equity  has  no  general  juris- 
diction over  actions  to  redeem  penonal 

preperty  pawned,  without  some  other 
circumstaaoes  rendering  itB  interference 
necessary.  {Durant  agt  Hineteui,  atUty 
223.) 

2.  The  remedy  at  law  is  ample,  by  tender 
of  the  amount  due  and  a  possessory  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  artidea  pledged,  ot 
damages  for  their  detention,    {m,) 
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of  personal  propei^  pledgod,  bendee 
the  Deoesaitj  of  a  diteomnfj  and  perbi^M 
an  aamment  ofthtpUdae,  is  the  neoes- 
sity  oifakutg  cm  accowU,    (Id,) 

4.  It  is  MXj  settled  that  the  aeotmni  on 
which  equity  bases  its  jnrisdiction  most 
be  really  one ;  that  is,  not  having  only 
one  item  on  one  side  and  a  munber  of 
set-ofls  on  the  other^  bat  a  series  of 
transactions  on  both  sides.    {Id,\ 

5.  Where  an  action  is  brought  to  redeem 
certain  securities  in  the  hands  of  the 
ddTendanti,  as  stock  brokers,  upon  pay- 
ing the  amonnt  dae  thereon,  and  for  an 
injmiction  order  restraining  the  defend- 
ants from  selling  sach  secnrities  nntil 
an  aoconnt  can  be  taken  of  the  amount 
due  the  defendants,  it  cannot  be  sus- 
tained where  it  appears  that  the  claim 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  can  only 
consist  of  one  item — ^the  original  aa- 
vances  by  them,  or  so  much  oi  it  as  re- 
mains unpaid.    {Id,) 

6.  Every  sum  naid  or  to  be  credited  in 
that  account  lorms  a  subject  of  set-off 
in  an  action  at  Uw.  even  mduding  any 
liability  of  the  dettndants,  as  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  for  selling  any  of  the 
original  pledged  stock  below  its  market 
price ;  as  such  liability  forms  a  subject 
of  couuter-claim  in  an  action  for  the 
loan,  under  the  first  subdivision  of  sec- 
tion 150  of  tbe  Code.    {Id,) 

7.  Unlimiidaied  dmmm^  for  an  entirely 
unauthorized  sale  oi  pledged  stoeks  or 
securities,  can  form  no  ]Mrt  of  an  ae- 
count  to  give  jurisdiction  to  a  court  tk 
equity.    (Id.) 

8.  Sales  of  stock  below  the  market  price, 
wheq  duly  authorised,  would  not  make 
the  broken  liable  for  the  difference,  un- 
less made  witji  an  intaU  to  injwn  the 
principal  beyond  the  mere  regulation 
of  the  amount  due  the  brokers,  as  in 
other  cases  of  abuse  of  lawful  authority. 
But  sopiethinff  besides  a  mere  sale  be- 
low the  marlcet  price  is  necessary  to 
show  such  intent    {Id,) 

9.  Brokers  who  are  mere  pawnees  are 
not  bound  to  use  even  the  same  dili- 
gence as  an  agent  to  obtain  the  best 
price.  The  latter  would  not  be  held 
liable  excent  for  extraordinary  negli- 
gence, whtcn  must  be  proved,  not  pre- 
sumed. There  must  at  least  be  sudi 
recklessness  shown  in  the  mode  or  time 
of  selling  as  to  establish  an  intent  to 
injure  the  pawners,  before  the  pawnees 
can  be  made  liable  for  any  loss.     {Id.) 

10.  The  plaintiff  is  bound  to  make  out  his 
case  luRrmativety,  and  although  this 
eonrt  on  appeal  at  general  term  cannot 
properiy  interfere  with  any  decision  at 


special  term,  founded  on  conflicting  evl- 
denoe,  it  may  yet  do  so  where  that  on 
one  side  is  mere  information  and  belief, 
and  that  on  the  other  positive  knowl- 
edge.   {Id.) 

11.  Upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  the 
plaintiff  has  hardly  made  out  a  clear 
case  of  sales  at  higher  prices,  or  of  any 
desiffu  by  the  delendants  to  lower  the 
market  value  of  the  securities ;  and  the 
mere  fact  of  reporting  fictitious  sales  is 
not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  injunction 
order.    {Id.) 

12.  In  the  absence  of  anv  a^freement  that 
a  ttock  broJxr  ma^  self  without  notice, 
when  stocks  fall  in  price  so  that  the 
margin  does  not  cover  the  difference 
between  current  rates  and  the  price 
paid,  it  would  be  a  breach  of  good  faith 
and  common  honesty  to  allow  the  own- 
er's property  to  be  sacrificed,  without 

fiving  bkn  an  opportunity  to  increase 
is  margin  and  oold  the  stock  for  a 
favorable  change  in  the  market  {BU- 
ter  agt  CiuhmaHf  ante,  234.) 

13.  Where  coin  and  teeuritiet  are  pur- 
chased by  a  broker  for  and  held  by  nim 
for  his  principal,  under  an  agreement, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  to  carry 
the  securities  beyond  a  certain  time, 
and  to  hold  and  not  to  seU  the  coin  un- 
der  a  specified  sum,  the  tUU  to  the  coin 
and  securities  remains  in  the  principal ; 
and  if  the  broker  sells  them  contrary  to 
the  agreement,  without  notice  of  the 
time  and  pkce  of  sale,  he  is  liable  in 
damages  for  a  conversion  ot  the  proper- 
ty.    T^y^  agt  Ketehuuit  anU^  289.) 

14  An  offer  to  prove  a  custom  or  usage, 
that  a  broker  buying  stocks  for  his 
principal,  need  not  preserve  for  deliv- 
ery the  indenticai  stocks  purchased,  but 
it  IS  snflicient  to  deliver  or  sell  an  equal 
quantity  in  value  and  amount  of  stocks 
of  the  same  character;  and  that  on  fail- 
ure ot  the  principal  to  reimburse  his 
broker,  the  latter  may  sell  the  stocks 
without  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 
sale,  is  not  applicable  to  such  a  ease. 
Sucn  proposed  proof  is  in  contradiction 
of  the  contract,  and  dearly  against  the 
rules  of  law.     ^d,) 

15.  If  the  transaction  is  a  mere  loan  of 
securities  for  the  broker's  use,  a  return 
ot  other  stocks  of  like  nature,  kind  kdA 
amount  is  sufficient     {Id,) 

10.  In  an  action  to  recover  damages  Ibr  the 
conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  property, 
which  is  gold  coin,  the  measure  or  uam- 
ages  is  properly  reached  by  fixing  the 
viUue  01  the  coin  in  currency ;  and  this 
is  tiie  highest  market  price  of  the  eoin 
oonverted,  between  the  time  of  the  tak* 
ing  and  that  of  the  triaL    {Id,) 
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17.  Where  one  joint  owner  of  stocks  brings 
an  action  against  ttock  broken  for  toe 
profits  arising  on  three  specified  sales 
of  snch  stocks,  amonnting  to  a  certain 
sum,  and  it  tarns  out  on  the  trial  that 
all  the  dealings  with  the  brokers  in 
reference  to  sach  stocks  were  bad  with 
the  other  jcint  otnier.  and  the  defendants 
never  knew  the  plaintiff,  or  that  he  had 
any  interest  in  such  stocks,  and  that 
the  defendants'  accounts  were  all  kept 
in  the  name  of  snch  other  joint  owner : 

18.  Beldf  that  the  plaintiff,  nevertheless, 
could  maintain  his  action  and  recover 
against  the  defendants,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  plaintiff  had  purchased 
the  interest  of  nis  co-owner  or  special 
nartner  in  the  transactions,  before  suit 
brought,  and  snch  transfer  was  averred 
in  the  pleadings.     {Bted  agt.  Jaudojif 

19.  The  purchases  and  sales  of  sbch  stocks, 
being  m  fact  for  the  joint  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  assignor,  as  between 
themselves,  were  none  the  less  on  their 
joint  account  because  the  orders  were 
Dv  the  assignor  alone,  without  any  dis- 
ciosare  of  the  plaintiff's  interest    {Id.) 

SO.  If,  therefore,  it  be  conceded  that  there 
was  a  certain  sum  due  from  the  defend- 
ants on  the  claim  assigned  b^  the  as- 
signor to  the  plaintiff,  as  to  which  there 
was  no  dispute,  the  mere  fact  that  it 
was  the  assignor's  individual  claim,  in- 
stead of  a  joint  claim  with  the  plaintiff, 
should  not  pot  the  latter  to  a  new  suit ; 
as  it  could  make  no  difference  to  tiie 
defendants  to  whom  thej  made  pay- 
ment, and  the  transfer  to  the  plaintm 
would  protect  them  against  any  future 
claim  by  the  assignor.    {Id.) 

21.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  the  plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  sum  thus  ascer- 
tained as  profits,  because  it  turns  out  in 
point  of  fact  that  he  had  an  interest  in 
such  profits  jointly  with  his  assignor. 
He  cannot  isolate  these  items  of  profits 
from  the  assignor's  general  accountf  and 
recover  them,  simply  for  the  reason  that 
he  had  no  interett  in  the  other  iransac- 
HoM  going  to  make  up  the  whole  ac- 
count from  which  losses  resulted.  {Id.) 

23.  The  defendants  having  been  permitted 
and  induced  to  act  and  deal  with  the 
assignor,  in  i^orance  of  the  plaintiff's 
interest  or  rights  in  the  transactions, 
may  insist  that  the  entire  dealings  shall 
be  closed,  as  if  the  assignor  only  had 
been  interested ;  thai  is,  Uiey  may  insist 
upon  all  equities  existing  between  the 
defendants  and  the  plaintiff's  assignor 
alone,  as  regards  tne  entire  dealings, 
and  the  plaintiff  can  rocover  only  such 


sum  as  shall  appear  to  be  due  the  as- 
signor on  balancing  ihe  account.    {Id.) 

2d.  If  an  objection  is  taken,  that  no  such 
set  off  or  equities  are  stated  in  the  de- 
fendants' answer  (which  probably  is 
not  necessary),  an  amendment  would 
meet  the  difficulty,  and  ought  at  once 
to  be  allowed,  witn  a  view  to  substan* 
tial  jusUce.    (id,) 


STOCKHOLDEBa 

1.  A  purchase  of  stocks  by  brokers,  as 
agents  for  another,  with  an  advance  of 
money  by  the  former  on  account  of  the 
latter,  upon  condition  that  the  principal 
shall  deposit  a  margin  often  per  cent,and 
deposit  a  further  maigin  when  required 
bv  the  affents,  is  not  to  be  considered  a 
pledge  of  stocks  for  the  payment  of  a 
sum  of  money  advanced  mereon,  and 
requiring  a  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  of  selling  the  pledge,  to  make  the 
sale  legal.  {Manh  agt  DraUte,  49  Barb. 
loo.j 

2.  Under  such  an  agreement,  the  agents 
have  a  right,  upon  the  principal's  fail- 
ing to  deposit  a  further  mai^gin  when 
required  so  to  do,  to  sell  the  stock  and 
close  the  transaction.    {Id,) 

3.  This  right  tn  sell  arises  from  the  previ- 
ous violation  of  ihe  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  person  for  whom  the  stock 
was  purchased,  and  who,  by  neglecting 
to  perform  on  his  part,  has  terminate 
the  obligation  of  his  aurenis  to  hold  the 
stock  any  longer,  and  left  them  at  lib- 
erty to  sell  the  stock  for  their  own  pro- 
tection.   {Id.) 

4.  The  notice  which  the  law  requires,  in 
the  case  of  the  sale  of  pledged  stock  as 
security  for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of 
money  advanced  thereon,  is  not  re- 
quired in  such  a  case.    {Id.) 

5.  But  before  the  owner  of  the  stock  can 
be  called  upon,  under  snch  a  oontraot, 
to  deposit  any  additional  margin,  the 
agents  should  gixe  him  notice  that  his 
margin  is  diminished ;  and  a  reasonable 
time  to,  comply  should  be  allowed,  be- 
fore the  stock  can  be  sold.    {Id.) 

6.  Where  agents, >within  two  hours  after 

?;iving  notice  to  their  principal  that  a 
nrther  margin  was  requirea,  no  time 
being  specified  for  compliance,  sold  the 
stock  and  rendered  an  account  of  sales : 
ffeldy  that  the  court  could  not  bold, 
without  further  evidence,  that  reasona- 
ble time  for  performance  had  been 
given.  That  to  decide  that  point  as 
matter  of  law.  the  facts  should  appear, 
by  which  the  court  could  say  the  party 
was  able,  within  the  time  given,  to  d^ 
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the  act  required,  and  thereforo  that  the 
time  was  reasonable.    (Id.) 

7.  Where  all  the  evidence  on  that  subject 
was  that  famished  by  a  former  trans- 
action between  the  same  puties.  in 
which,  the  same  notice  being  given, 
the  agents  waited  until  the  next  mom 
ing,  when  the  deposit  was  made,  and  it 
was  satisfactory  :  Heldf  that  the  prin- 
cipal had  a  right  to  suppose  that  the 
same  course  of  dealing  which  had  oc- 
curred on  the  former  transaction,  and 
was  satisfactory  to  the  agents,  was  ex- 
pected in  the  present  case ;  and  if  the 

rnts    required    compliance    in   any 
rter  time,  that  they  should  have 
given  notice  accordingly.    {Id.) 

8.  If  the  owner  of  stocks  intends  to  claim 
that  a  sale  thereof,  made  by  his  agents, 
was  void,  as  being  prematurely  made, 
be  should  dissent  at  once,  and  notify 
th9  agents  of  his  dissent    {Id. ) 

9.  Where  the  owner  of  stocks  received 
information  of  a  sale  thereof  by  his 
agents,  in  Blay,  and  remained  silent 
until  September,  when^  he  demanded 
an  account  of  sales,  which  was  sent  to 
him,  with  a  check  for  the  balance  due 
him,  which  he  indorsed  and  colieoted : 
Heldf  that  this  amounted  to  a  full  rati- 
^cation  of  the  sale,  and  that  it  was  too 
late  for  him  afterwards  to  seek  to  set  it 
aside.    {Id.) 

10.  Where  scrip,  purchased  bv  a  ^rson 
as  agent  for  another,  is  taken  m  his 
own  name,  and  has  stood  in  that  way 
on  the  books  of  the  corporation  for 
several  years,  it  is  a  legal  inference 
that  it  was  bv  consent  or  permission  of 
the  principaL  A  demana  and  refusal, 
in  such  a  case,  to  trantfert  will  not 
give  the  principal  the  title  to  the  scrip ; 
and  possession,  without  a  transfer, 
woula  be  of  no  avail  to  him.  ( WAeeler 
agt  AlUn,  49  Barb,  460.) 

11.  A  party  cannot  recover  scrip,  of  which 
the  legal  title  is  in  the  defendant  by  his 
permission,  in  an  action  of  replevin^ 
or  the  oorresponding  action  of  claim 
and  delivay.  If  such  party  desires  the 
identical  scrip,  his  remedy  is  in  equity. 
If  he  desires  damages  only,  he  can,  U 
teemt^  maintain  an  action  on  the  case. 
Kid.) 

12.  Where  a  person  employs  brokers  to 
purchase  stocks  for  him,  upon  an  agree- 
ment that  he  shall  keep  a  mai^n  of 
ten  per  cent  upon  the  par  value  above 
market  rate,  of  the  shares,  in  the  hands 
of  the  brokers,  and  he  fails  to  do  so, 
whereupon  the  brokers  notify  him  of  a 
fall  in  tJie  market  price  of  ue  shares, 
and  that  they  require  him  to  fnmbb 


more  money,  to  make  his  margin  good, 
they  may,  upon  his  neslecting  to  com- 
ply, sell  the  stock,  al  the  stock  ex- 
change, witoout  further  notice  to  the 
owner.  (Welles,  J.  dissented.)  {Mark- 
ham  agt.  JaudoKf  49  Barb.  463.) 

13.  There  is,  under  these  circumstances, 
a  clear  breach  of  the  principal's  con- 
tract, which  justifies  the  brokers  in  sell- 
ing; and  the  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  ol  sale,  required  in  the  case  of  a 
sale  of  pledged  steck,  need  not  be 
given.     {Id.) 

14.  The  defendants  having  testified  to  an 
express  agreement  that  the  stock  pur- 
chased by  them  might  be  sold,  if  the 
margin  was  not  kept  good,  without 
any  notice  of  the  time  or  place  of  sale : 
ffeldf  that  it  was  error  for  the  judge  to 
charge  the  jury  that  such  an  agreement 
was  whoily  improbable.    (Id.) 

15.  Where  stock  is,  by  the  terms  of  the 
certificate  thereof,  **  transferrable  only 
in  person  or  by  attorney,"  on  the  books 
of  the  company  issuing  it,  upon  the  sur- 
render of  the  certificate,  the  company 
is  not  obliged  to  allow  a  transfer  to  be 
made  upon  its  books,  except  upon  the 
application  of  the  owner,  in  person  or 
bv  attorney.  ( The  Mechanics  Banhinff 
Association,  agt  The  Mariposa  Com- 
pany, 3  Bobt.  395.) 

16.  Thus,  where  the  defendant  issued  a 
certificate  in  the  above  form  to  M.  of 
473  shares  of  its  capital  stock,  and  a 
transfer  of  the  citock  was  demanded  by 
the  plaintiff*,  M.  not  attending  in  person 
or  by  attorney,  but  the  plaintiff  simply 

E resented  a  power  of  attorney,  signed 
y  M.,  appointing:  F-  his  attomey  to 
transfer  to  D.  &  C.  100  share?,  and  to 
J.  373  shares  of  the  stock,  and  certifi- 
cates from  D.  Sl  C.  and  from  J.,  stating 
that  they  had  no  interest  in  the  shares, 
and  that  they  consented  that  such 
shares  "  be  transferred  to  the  peason  or 
persons  entitled  thereto  " :  JSeldf  that 
the  defendant  was  Justified  in  refusing 
to  permit  the  transfer  to  be  made  to  the 
plaintiff.   (MONELL,  J.  dissented.)   {Id.) 

17.  Upob  a  sale  df  stock,  deliverable  at  a 
future  day,  at  the  option  of  the  seller, 
a  dividend  declared  oefore  the  sale,  but 
not  payable  until  after  the  day  fixed 
for  the  delivery  of  the  stock,  belongs 
to  the  seller,  and  does  not  pass  to  the 
buyer,  under  the  contract.  {Spear  agt 
Bart,  3  Bobt.  420.) 

18.  Where  several  parties  become  stock- 
holders by  subscribing  stock  for  the 
purpose  ox  establishiug  a  seminary,  and 
eacn  subscribes  the  amount  which  he 
proposes  to  pay  for  such  purpose,  no 
unplied  authority  can  be  inlerred  £rom 
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gach  promise,  wamntiiig  any  of  the 
parties  in  contraetang  debts  or  advanc- 
ing  money  on  the  credit  of  the  other 
M^es.  Shibley  agt  Angle,  37  if.  T. 
kG26.) 

19.  Sachsnbecriptioa  agreement  is  simply 
one  to  pay  for  the  stock  subscribed  in 
the  association  to  be  incorporated,  and 
did  not  contemplate  the  conduct  of  any 
enterprise  as  co-paitners,  nor  aa  mem- 
bers of  an  unincorporated  Joint  stock 
association.    {Id.) 

SO.  Where  the  plaintiflb,  as  trostees  of 
such  incorporated  seminary,  proceed  to 
contract  debts,  expend  money,  and  in- 
cur personal  liabilities,  in  the  erection 
and  lumishhig  of  said  seminary,  both 
before  and  iSer  the  incorporation  of 
the  same,  they  cannot  maintain  an  ac- 
tion against  the  IndiTidnal  stockholders 
thereof,  to  compel  a  contribution  for 
diBcharsing  such  debts  and  obligations. 
{Id,) 

31.  The  articles  of  association  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procurinji  an  act  of  incorpora- 
tion, and  establishing  such  seminary, 
do  not  eetablidi  such  relations  between 
the  stockholders  as  would  authorize  the 
trustees  to  contract  debts  or  make  ad- 
▼auces  on  the  credit  ol  their  aseociat^w. 
{Id.) 

S2.  The  obJeoUoo,  thai  the  complaint 
does  not  state  fisots  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  may  be  taken  at 
any  stage  of  the  proceedinfls;  and  a 
motion  before  the  referee,  to  aismiss  the 
action  for  such  cause,  is  proper.    {Id-) 

&.  The  secretary  of  a  coiporation  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  ld48,  chapter  40, 
is  not  a  laborer,  servant  or  apprentice 
of  the  corporation,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  iStn  section  of  said  act  {Coffin 
agt.  B^noldt,  97  If,  Y.  B.  640.) 

84.  In  an  action  brought  by  the  secretaxy 
of  such  corporatioii  against  the  stock- 
holders of  the  same,  for  his  seryices  as 
secretary,  an  averment  in  the  com- 
plaint, that  the  action  is  for  a  debt 
claimed  to  be  due  to  the  plaintiff  for 
services  performed  by  him  for  the  com- 
pany as  **  secretary  and  otherwise, 
does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.    {Id.) 

BTREET8. 

L  Where  a  tojpfevyjow  passed  bv  the  W- 
islature,  for  ths  city  of  New  York,  di- 
recUy  appropriates  a  specified  sum  for 
a  particnlar  object->-repavuig  and  re- 
pairing streets,  and  in  punuance  of  such 
law,  the  common  council  of  the  city 
pass  an  oidinanoe  formallv  appropriat- 
uig  the  money  to  such  ooject;  a  wnr 


tract  for  the  work  and  expenditure  of 
the  money  made  by  the  act  under  the 
directions  of  the  street  department,  must 
be  res^wded  as  made  directiy  by  the 
authority  of  the  legislature,  not  ly  the 
authority  of  the  common  ooondl. 
{Bradv  agi  Jf ayor,  dc  of  New  York^ 
aa^Sd.) 

2.  Therefore  a  dty  tax  pofer  and  eatmi 
que  inut  of  the  city  property  under  the 
3d  section  of  the  act  of  1864  cannon 
maintain  an  action,  under  that  act, 
against  the  common  council  and  the 
coutractor,  to  restrain  them  by  injunO' 
tion  fh>m  making  payments  under  a 
contract  to  do  the  work  and  to  declare 
the  contract  void,  on  the  cround  that 
it  was  not  made  as  provided  by  law — 
made  without  public  notice  for  sealed 
proposals  or  bids  as  required  by  law, 
even  though  the  aitom^y  ^smto/ or  the 
eitv  eorporatiom  could  maintain  sach 
araon.    {Id.) 

3L  The  fund  appropriated  bv  the  legida- 
tiue,  and  which  was  to  oe  expended 
under  the  contract,  is  not  at  all,  to  any 
extent  or  in  any  respect  committed  to 
the  management  of  the  common  coun- 
cil or  supervisors  of  the  county,  as 
trurteet  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
<tfl864.    {Id.) 

4  Hie  provisions  of  the  act  of  1858,  in 
reference  to  vacating  assessments,  dtc., 
are  only  intended  to  relieve  against 
fraud  or  legal  irregularity  in  the  pro- 
ceedings, relative  to  an  assessment  or 
the  proceeding  to  collect  the  isame. 
{Matter  of  Limi  agL  Jfayor,  Jc.  ofHete 
Yorkj  aate,  162.) 

5.  The  act  does  not  authorize  any  monirr. 
whether  the  work  has  been  well  done ; 
or  whether  the  contract  has  been  fnllv 
performed;  or  whethw  the  materiau 
used  are  according  to  the  spedficatioos : 
or  whether  the  common  oonncrl  had 
all  the  surveys  aud  certificates  of  in- 
spectors as  required  by  the  ordinanoes, 
except  where  framd  is  alleged  to  have 
been  committed.    {Id.) 

6.  By  the  act  of  1813,  the  common  coon- 
cil  of  New  York  are  authorized  to  re- 
pair or  repam  a  street,  and  to  chaiipe 
the  expenses  iq»on  ike  pi  operly.    {Id. ) 

7.  The  uBonimoue  conjmU  required  to  the 
passage  of  an  ordinance  by  both  boards 
of  the  common  council  oa  the  same  clay, 
is  the  consent  of  all  the  members  pre- 
sent at  the  time  of  its  passage.  And 
this  may  appear  from  the  fact  that  no 
oWertioa  was  made  at  the  lime,  and  Ibal 
all  the  members  present  voted  fior  the 
ordinance.    {Id,) 

8.  It  is  not  necessary  to  publish  for  two 
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days  an  amaidmeiU  to  an  original  ordi- 
nance providing  for  the  expense  of  re- 
pairinff  a  street  A  pnblieaUon  under 
file  original  ordinance  gives  notice  to 
the  owner  of  the  contemplated  improve- 
ment, and  this  satisfies  the  r^nire- 
ments  of  the  statute.    {Id.) 

9.  An  objection  that  no  ofwropriatian 
was  made  by  law  before  the  contract 
was  made  (Zotor  1857,  e^  446)  is  an- 
bwered  by  the  fact  that  this  provision 
does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  ez 
pense  is  charged  apon  the  owneri,  and 
not  on  the  poblic  trearary.    {Id,) 

10.  Objections  to  the  mode  of  doing  the 
work,  and  the  want  of  proof  annexed 
to  the  assessment  roll,  are  not  grounds 
for  vacating  such  an  assessment    (Id, ) 

11.  It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  such  an 
assessment  made  by  the  board  of  asses- 
sors, that  the  dMet*or$  had  beea  changed 
between  the  passage  of  the  ordinance 
and  the  signing  of  the  assessment  roll. 
The  statute  directs  the  duty  of  assess- 
ing to  be  done  bv  the  hwird  of  autuon 
for  the  time  being.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  name  the  assessors  individually  in 
the  ordinance.    [Id.) 

12.  The  assessors  cannot  include  any 
charge  for  making  the  assessment  The 
allowance  of  2  ^r  cent  for  making 
such  assessment  is  no  longer  a  legal 
charge.    [Id.) 

13.  The  act  of  1865,  so  far  as  it  authorises 
tbe  oommittiofiBn  of  Ms  Cenixral  Pari, 
instead  of  the  common  council  of  the 
city  of  New  York,  to  make  an  applica- 
tion to  this  court  for  the  opmiing  of  a 
road  or  public  drive  above  Fifbr-ninth 
street,  is  not  uneotuiitiUufnal,  whatever 
may  be  considered  as  to  the  validity  of 
some  other  portions  of  that  act  (Mat' 
ter  of  Commissionert  of  Central  Park, 
aiUt,  255.) 

14.  Tbe  authority  conferred  on  the  com'- 
missioners  to  make  such  application  is 
not  that  of  any  local  of^jofTy  nor  does  it 
authorize  them  to  discharge  the  duties 
of  any  oj^ce,  but  provides  for  the  dis 
charge  of  a  mere  ministerial  act    \Id.) 

15.  The  common  council  of  the  city  of  New 
York  never  had  authority,  since  1807, 
to  lay  out  any  streets  or  nublio  places 
in  that  part  of  the  ci^  which  was  em- 
braced m  the  map  of  tne  cojoimissioners 
filed  under  the  act  of  1807.  Their  power 
was  below  the  limits  embraced  in  that 
map.    (id) 

la  The  act  of  1813  expressly  limited  their 
powers  to  that  part  of  the  citv  not  laid 
out  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1807.  They 
had  no  authority  to  lay  out  or  open  any 


streets  or  public  pla(%s  but  such  as  were 
provided  for  on  uie  said  map.    {Id) 

17.  Tlie  authority  conferred  by  the  legisla- 
ture upon  the  commissioners  ofihe  Cen- 
tral I^rk,  to  make  application  to  lay 
out  a  road  or  public  drive  between  tbe 
northerlv  line  of  Fifty 'ninth  street  and 
the  southerly  line  of  One  Hundred  and 
Fifty-fifth  street,  did  not  in  9Sky  way 
interfere  with  the  authority  previouslv 
bestowed  upon  the  common  council. 
Kid) 

18.  The  legislature  miffht  have  laid  out 
this  drive  mentionea  in  the  act,  and 
having  the  power,  they  might  authorize 
others  to  do  it.    (id) 

19.  A  mere  error  of  judgment  of  the  com- 
missioners in  the  valuation  of  property 
taken  for  such  purpose  is  not  the  sub- 
ject of  review  on  a  motion  to  confirm 
their  report,  unless  the  sum  allowed 
was  grossly  inadequate  and  unequal  as 
compared  with  otuer  valuations,  or  un- 
less some  w^rong  principle  was  adopted 
as  to  the  amount  allowed.    {Id.) 

20.  This  act  of  1865  does  not  authorize  the 
taking  of  an^  laud  by  the  commission- 
ers not  required  for  the  drive  or  road, 
which  the  act  provides  shall  be  of  an 
nulform  width,  and  is  described  in  the 
notice  required  to  be  given  bjr  the  com- 
missioners as  follows :  "  Said  road  or 
public  drive  is  of  a  general  width  of  one 
hundred  and  fifty  feet,  as  Bnown  on  a 
certain  map,"  dtc.    Kid) 

21.  Htld,  therefore,  that  the  commissioners 
bad  no  jurisdiction  to  take  gores  of  land 
outside  of  said  road  or  drive,  and  so  far 
as  such  gores  are  included  in  these  pro- 
ceedings, they  are  erroneously  taken. 
{Id) 

22.  After  commissioners  to  estimate  the 
expense  and  assess  the  damages  of 
widening  a  street  in  a  citv  have^  been 
appointed,  in  pursuance  or  a  special  act 
of  the  legislature,  and  have  made  their 
final  report  of  estimate  and  assessment, 
which  has  been  confirmed  by  the  conn* 
ty  court,  and  the  proceedings  have  been 
leversoa,  on  certiorari,  by  judgments 
of  the  supreme  court  such  commission- 
ers have  no  power  to  file  another  re- 
port of  estimate  and  assessment,  in  the 
same  matter,  their  app<Mntment  being 
annulled  by  such  judgments,  and  the 
commissioners  being  thenceforth /knc<« 
ofRcw,  (J.  F.  Babnard,i/1,  diuenUd,) 
[ThA  VwpU  ex  rd.  Be^noULt  agt  Tlu 
City  of  Brooklyn,  49  Barb,  136.) 

23.  In  an  action  for  trespass  on  real  estate, 
the  plaintiiT  claimed  to  have  acquired 
the  title  in  fee  to  the  premises  by  a  pur- 
chase at  a  foreclosure  sale.    The  de- 
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fente  was  that  the  plaint iff*8  title  was 
subject  tn  a  public  easement  or  right  oi 
waj ;  that  tne  loctu  m  quo  was  a  pub- 
lic street :  and  that  the  acta  complained 
of  were  done  by  the  defendant  in  the 
rightful  exercise  of  bis  authority  as 
street  superintendent,  and  by  the  direc- 
tion of  tne  common  council  of  the  city 
of  Rochester,  who  had  control  of  the 
streets  of  the  cit^.  The  only  evidence 
to  prove  the  existence  of  tne  alleged 
street  conusted  of  testimony  tending  to 
show  a  dedication  and  user;  but  there 
was  no  proof  of  an  effective  dedication 
prior  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgajj^e 
in  1857,  at  a  sale  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff became  purchaser;  the  only  evi- 
dence looking  that  wny  being  a  map, 
made  and  filed  in  183€i,  on  which  the 
premises  were  marked  as  a  part  of  a 
stjieet.  But  there  was  no  proof  of  an 
acceptance  by  the  citv.  nor  that  the 
parties  who  made  and  filed  the  map  ever 
owned  the  premises,  or  bad  any  right 
or  authority  to  dedicate  them  :  Bud, 
that  the  evidence  was  insufficient  to 
show  a  dedication  of  the  premises  to 
the  public.  {McMatinit  agt.  ButUr,  49 
Barh.  176. 

S4.  It  was  also  proved,  that  in  1S58,  the 
city  authorities  caused  a  street,  includ- 
ing the  premises  in  question  to  be  im- 
proved and  worked ;  that  in  so  doing, 
the  defendant,  as  street  superintendent, 
tore  down  a  house  upon  tne  premises, 
with  the  consent  of  tne  owner,  and  the 
city  paid  him  the  value  of  it ;  and  that 
ever  since,  the  street,  including  the 
premises  in  questiou,  had  remained 
open,  and  had  been  used  as  a  public 
highwajr,  under  the  control  of  the  city 
authorities,  with  the  exception  of  cer- 
tain acts  of  occupation  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  claimed  that  the  cit^  bad 
an  interest  in  the  premises,  by  virtue 
of  the  purchase  from  the  former  owner 
(the  mortgagorj,  and  was  not  served 
with  notice  of  toe  foreclosure  proceed- 
ings ;  that  the  plaintiff  therefore  was 
not  entitled  to  assert  possession  of  the 
premises,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  city, 
at  the  time  of  the  alleged  trespass: 
Beldf  that  if  the  city  was  not  served 
with  notice,  the  only  consequence  was 
that,  as  to  it.  the  mortgage  was  unfore- 
closed.  and  toe  plaintiff  was  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  mortgagee  in  possession. 
That  his  mortgage  Ming  past  due,  and 
paramount  to  the  rijghts  of  the  city,  was 
sufficient  to  maintain  bis  possession,  as 
against  the  defendant    (iii,) 

225.  Section  156  of  chapter  143  of.  the  laws 
of  1861  (being  an  act  in  relation  to  the 
city  of  itochester),  which  directs  that 
**  whenever  any  street,  alley  or  lane 
■hall  have  beenppen  to  and  used  as 


such  by  the  public,  for  the  period  of 
five  years,  the  same  shall  thereby  be- 
come a  street,  alle^  or  lane  for  all  pur> 
poses,  and  the  said  common  conncil 
shall  have  the  same  authority  and  jor* 
isdiction  over,  and  right  and  interesl 
in  the  same,  as  they  have  by  law  over 
the  streets,  alleys  imd  lanes  laid  out  by 
it,''  was  not  intended  to  have  a  retro- 
active effect,  so  as  to  divest  parties  of 
existing  rights,  or  to  justify  trespasses 
committed  nefore  it  was  passed.    {Id.\ 

26.  Upon  an  application  for  the  confinna' 
tion  of  the  report  of  commissioners  in 
the  matter  of  the  extension  of  a  street 
in  the  city  of  New  York,  the  oneatioa 
of  the  necessity  or  propriety  or  the  im- 
provement is  not  before  the  court,  the 
consideration  of  that  subject  having 
been  conferred  by  law  upon  the  discre- 
tion of  thcb  eommon  eouncil,  who  pass 
upon  it  before  the^  application  to  the 
court  for  the  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners. {Matter  of  tke  ExteHtismof 
Ckurch  street^  49  Bar6.  455.) 

27.  Inirespect  to  the  area  of  assessmoit^ 
for  benefit  for  a  street  improvement  a 
wide  discretion  has  been  conferred  by 
law  upon  the  commissioners.  They  are 
autnorised  to  extend  their  assessments 
to  any  hands  they  deem  benefited  and 
appear  to  be  vested  with  the  sole  dis- 
cretion, in  this  rcpect.  The  statate 
takes  tne  Bubiect  out  of  an^  review  by 
the  courts.  The  question  is  practically 
one  of^fact,  and  not  of  law.    {Id.) 

28.  Hie  city  parks  and  markets  have  the 
same  value  as  property,  as  other  lands, 
and  it  is  but  Just  tnat  they  should  bear 
a  pro  rata  assessment  for  public  im- 
provements.   {Id.) 

*2l.  Where  a  board  of  commissioners  of 
assessments,  in  the  matter  of  a  street 
extension,  was  re^larly  organized,  all 
appearing  and  takmg  the  oath  of  omce ; 
and  one  of  the  number,  with  othen, 
agreed  upon  future  meetings  on  a  day 
fixed  of  the  week,  and  met  with  the 
others,  on  several  occasions,  and  irans- 
acted  some  business;  was  notified  in 
writing  of  several  meetings;  and  being 
notified  orally,  made  partial  promises 
to  attend  particular  meetings ;  did  not 
resign,  or  notify  his  associates  that  he 
would  act  in  the  matter ;  and  they  were 
not  aware  that  he  objected  to  act  or 
confer  with  them  (unless  it  was  to  be 
inferred  fW>ra  his  neglect  to  attend 
their  meetings),  until  nis  final  refusal 
to  sign  the  report:  Beld.  that  a  report 
signed  by  a  majority  of  the  commission- 
ers was  to  be  deemed  the  aci  of  the 
whole.    {Id.) 
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SUBSCRIPTION. 

1.  Where  several  parties  become  Btock- 
holdere  by  anbBcribing  stock  for  Uie 
purpose  of  establishing  a  seminary,  and 
^ch  subscribes  the  amount  which  he 
proposes  to  pay  for  such  pan><>fo»J»2 
implied  warranty  can  be  inferred  from 
such  promise,  warranUng  any  of  the 
parties  in  contracting  debts  or  advano- 
fng  money  on  the  credit  of  ^e  other 
parties.  (SibUif  agt  AngU^  37  N.  F. 
B.626.) 

2.  Such  subscription  agreement  is  rimply 
one  to  pay  for  the  stock  subscribed  in 
the  association  to  be  incorporated,  and 
did  not  contemplate  the  conduct  of  any 
enterprise  as  oo  partners,  nor  as  mem- 
bers of  an  unincorporated  jomt  stock 
association.    {Id.) 

a  Where  the  plaintiflfs,  as  trustees  of  such 
incorporated  seminary,  proceed  to  con- 
tract debts,  expend  money  and  incur 
personal  liabilities  in  the  erectoon  and 
furnishing  of  said  seminary,  both  before 
and  after  the  incorporation  of  the  same, 
they  cannot  miuntain  an  action  against 
the  individual  stockholders  thereof^  to 
compel  a  contribution  for  discharging 
such  debts  and  obligations.    {Id.) 

4.  The  articles  of  association,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  an  act  of  incorpora- 
tion and  establishing  such  seminary,  do 
not  establish  such  relations  between 
the  stockholders  as  would  authorise  the 
trustees  to  contract  debte  or  make  ad- 
vances on  the  credit  of  their  associators. 
{Id.) 

SUMMONS. 

1.  It  teem,  that  in  an  action  for  unliquid- 
ated damages,  although  anamg  upon 
contract,  the  summons  should  be  for  re- 
lief, and  not  for  a  sum  certain.  {Gar- 
rwcJ*  Agt  Carr,  3  Abb,  N,  8,  236.) 

SUPERINTENDENT  OF  THE  POOR. 

1.  The  office  of  superintendent  of  the 
poor,  though  invested  with  corporate 
powers,  is,  notwithstanding  a  mere 
agency  of  the  county;  and  the  relation 
between  the  county  and  its  supenn- 
tendent  is  that  of  principal  wd  asjent 
[PeopU  agt.  BeMUitf  37  J\r.  T.  B.  117.) 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS 

1.  On  appeal  from  an  order  appointing  a 
receiver  in  wpplemeiitafy  proeeedjnffe, 
objections  to  the  preliminary  affidavit 
upon  which  the  proceedings  were  ona^. 
ijudly  foondcd  cannot  be  entertained, 


where  there  is  nothing  in  the  papers 
to  show  that  such  objections  were  made 
before  the  county  judge,  or  that  he 
made  any  decision  relating  to  them. 
(Unwn  iank  of  Troy  agt.  Sargeant, 
aiite,  87.) 

2.  The  proper  remedy  in  such  case  would 
have  been  to  have  made  a  Tnotutn  to  va- 
cate tfu  oriffuial  order.    {Id.) 

3.  The  objection  that  the  execntim  appears 
to  have  been  issued  after  the  expiration 
of  five  years  fnom  the  entry  of  judg- 
ment, cannot  be  entertained  on  such 
appeal.  If  the  execution  was  impro- 
perly issued,  the  defendant  should  have 
appned  to  the  court  to  set  it  aside  for 
irregularity.    {Id:) 

1.  Proceedingt  supplementary  to  execution 
are  proceedinw  in  the  action,  not  ^Pff^' 
proceedings^  designated  bv  the  Code. 
\SeeUy  agt.  SUict,  o»te,  369,) 

5.  Consequently  the  proceeding  by  attach- 
ment,  for  a  violation  of  an  order  m  sup- 
plementary proceedings,  is  a  proceeding 
in  the  action ;  and  costs  therein  shouia 
be  taxed  as  costs  in  the  action,  and  not 
as  costs  of  an  action^  which  are  allowed 
in  special  proceedings.    {Id.) 

6.  Supplementary  proceedings  to  compel 
the  ^btors  to  pay  the  debt  upon  and 
toward  the  satisfaction  of  a  iudgment 
against  their  creditor,  may  be  taken 
under  section  294,  without  any  proceed- 
ing against  the  creditor  (the  iudgment 
debtor)  under  section  292  for  his  exam- 
ination.  The  proceedings  authonaod 
by  these  two  sections,  respectively,  are 
independent  of  each  other.  (OUtson  agt 
Ha^erty,  37  if.  T.  R.  555.) 

7.  Whether  notice  shall  be  given  to  the 
judinnent  debtor  of  the  proceedings 
under  section  294  rests  in  the  discretion 
of  the  judge.    {Id.) 

8.  In  an  action  by  a  receiver  appointed 
in  supplementary  proceedings  insututed 
upon  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  com- 
mon pleas,  the  complaint  did  not  state 
that  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  bad 
been  docketed  in  the  office  of  the 
county  clerk.  The  defendant,  how- 
ever, without  interposing  a  demurrer, 
went  to  trial  upon  the  merits^  and  the 

§roof  then  showed  that  the  judgment 
ebtor  owned  no  real  property.  HeUL^ 
1.  That  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
affidavit  to  obtain  an  order  for  exam- 
ination should  show  that  a  transenpt 
had  been  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
county  clerk.  2.  That  the  defect,  if  it 
were  one,  might  be  remeaied  bv  amend- 
ment {Kennedy  agt  Thorp,  3  Abb.  If. 
S,  131.) 


I9.  The  cases  arising  npon  tttdgmiiiti  ob- 
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luned  in  the  diBtrict  eoaits  of  the  oit  j 
of  New  York  distingnUbed.    {Id.) 

10.  The  proper  method  of  obtaining  the 
attendanoe  of  a  wttneea  before  a  eoonty 
Jadge,  opon  a  hearing  in  snpplementary 
■raeeed^ML  ii  br  a  aabMBBa  iMsea 
out  of  the  eomt  in  whieh  Aejuiiyem 
ia obtained;  and  disobedience  to  each 
inbpflBna  should  be  tried  and  punished 
by  that  court  {J^pU  ex  rtL  Bruneit 
agt  Dukher.  3  ^66.  N,  8. 152.) 


SUPREME  COURT. 

1.  Where  an  objection  is  made  to  an  order 
to  tkow  coMOty  that  it  was  not  made  at  a 
rtgnlarly  adjourned  ^)eeial  Urmy  it  will 
not  be  prtiutnod  that  the  order  was 
made  at  a  term  trreffularly  held.  (i%o- 
pU  agt  Central  City  BanUt,  atUe,  428.) 

9l  Where  the  eonrt  has  been  regularij 
convened,  it  continues  open  till  actually 
adjoumea :  an  order  for  its  oontinunnoe 
is  not  essential ;  and  an  order  made  b^ 
the  court  that  it  should  so  oontinne,  is 
not  necessanr  to  be  entered  with  the 
clerk ;  and  ifit  was,  it  could  be  entered 
nunc  pro  dene,  in  order  to  sustain  other- 
wise regular  proceedings  had  under  the 
order.    {Id.) 

X  Where  an  order  is  properlj  granted  hj 
the  court  in  an  action  or  proceeding,  the 
delaj  or  omission  of  a  clerk  to  make 
actual  and  speedy  entry  of  it  in  the 
minutes  of  the  court — as  it  is  his  duty, 
without  any  special  directions  to  that 
effect'-^annot  oe  allowed  to  prejudice 
the  substantial  rights  of  parties.     {Id.) 

4.  The  supreme  court  has  no  power  to 
grant  an  tnjnnetioti  order  in  one  action, 
staying  proceedings  in  another  action 
pending  in  the  same  court :  nor  in  an- 
other court  faavinff  full  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  matter.  {SeheU  agt  IhrU 
SaUway  Co.  aate,  438.) 

SURETIES. 

1.  The  rights  and  obligations  of  sureties, 
inter  ««,  are  the  same  whether  they  are 
bound  under  one  or  several  like  oblim- 
tions  for  the  same  principal  and  for  Uie 
same  debt  or  default ;  and  where  there 
are  several  distinct  bonds  with  several 
and  distinct  penalties,  coniribution  be- 
tween them  IS  in  proportion  to  the  pen- 
alties of  their  respective  bonds.  ( J.nni- 
tage  agt.  Pulwv,  37  N.  T,  S.  494.) 

5.  In  the  above  instance,  the  plaintiiFhad 
eseeuted  his  bond  as  surety,  in  the  penal 
sum  of  i2,000,  and  the  defendants  had 
ezeeuted  their  bond  in  the  penal  sum 
of  $18f000,  each  for  the  same  principal, 


and  for  the  same  debt,  dte. :  Held,  that 
they  were  liable  in  the  ratio  of  one- 
tenth  and  of  nine-tenths,  or  in  the  ratio 
^  the  penalties  of  their  respective 
bonds,  and  that  eontribntioa  mwlit  ha 

(ia.) 


S.  TUdng  an  aarignment  of 
property  and  assuming  its  liabilities  is 
witnin  the  rale  that  assumption  of 
a  new  liability  is  a  sui&eient  ooaaideFa- 
tion  to  oonstitttte  the  party  a  purchaser 
in  good  faith.    ( WUUamt  agk  Skellv, 

3rir,r.B,  375.) 

4.  A  surety  who  oovenants  fbr  the  pay- 
ment of  rent  by  his  principal  on  a  lease 
for  J^^BXB,  wherein  it  is  stipulated  that 
the  time  for  the  commencement  of  the 
rent  should  be  fixed  by  the  award  of 
two  arbitrators  named,  and  wherein  a 
mode  was  fixed  for  the  appointment  of 
new  arbitrator,  in  case  either  of  those 
named  should  refuse  or  beoome  unable 
to  act^  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  the  leasee 
in  fixing  the  time  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  rent  and  the  appointment 
of  a  new  arbitrator,  subject  to  the  right 
to  show  fraud,  collusion,  or  (if  he  had 
no  notice)  that  the  principal  had  a  good 
defense,  which  he  neglected  to  inter- 
fere, he  is  bound  by  the  acta  of  his  prin- 
cipal, and  by  the  determination  or  the 
art>itrators.  {Binm  agt  Wood,  37  If, 
r.  B.  586.) 

5.  Hie  instruments  and  evidence  in  the 
proceedings  between  the  principals  bv 
which  the  amount  of  rent  was  fixea, 
are  evidence  in  the  suit  against  the 
surety.    {Id.) 

TAXES  AND  A8SESSMENT& 


1.  A  foreij^  corporation  doinff  1 
in  tnis  state  is  to  be  regarded  as  non- 
retident;  and  it  is  to  be  assessed  and 
taxed  upon  all  moneys  in  any  manner 
invested  in  this  state,  the  same  as  if  it 
was  a  resident  corporation;  and  the 
securities  deposited  with  the  comptroller 
are  personal  property,  liable  to  tsTStion 
Sucn  an  insurance  corporation  cannot 
exempt  itself  from  this  taxation,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  not  doing  butineu  in 
tnis  state,  by  alleging  and  proving  that 
it  is  now  eonfinea  to  ooUecting  prem- 
iums and  paying  losses  on  old  policies ; 
and  that  it  issues  no  new  policies.  This 
must  be  considered,  "  doing  business," 
within  the  meaning  of  tlie  statute,  fu- 
tbough  it  majr  be  contracted.  (Any(A 
agt  IntenuUumal  Ij^k  Aunrmux  Co. 
ante,i^) 

2.  The  remedy  by  the  receiver  of  taxes, 
for  the  collection  and  payment  of  sqch 
taxes  lh>m  such  corporations,  is  the 
nme  as  aginst  individaala.    {BL} 
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8.  The  proyisionfl  of  the  net  of  1858,  in 
reference  to  vacating  aaeessmenta,  &c., 
are  only  intended  to  relioTe  against 
frand  or  legal  irregularity  in  the  pro- 
ceedings .relative  to  an  assessment  or 
the  proceedini^p  to  collect  the  same. 
IMatUr  of  Lticxh  agt  Mayor ^  dc,  of  New 
Torh,  ante,  162.) 

4.  The  act  does  not  authorize  any  inqniiy. 
whether  the  work  has  been  well  done ; 
or  whether  the  contract  has  been  fully 
performed;  or  whether  the  materials 
used  are  according  to  the  spedficattons : 
or  whether  the  common  council  had 
all  the  surveys  aud  certificates  of  in- 
spectors as  required  by  the  ordinanees, 
except  where  fraud  is  alleged  to  have 
been  committed.    {Id.) 

5.  By  the  act  of  1813,  the  common  conn- 
oil  of  New  York  are  authorized  to  re- 
voir  or  repam  a  street,  and  to  chaive 
the  expenses  upon  the  pi  operty,    {Id.) 

6.  The  unanimmu  content  required  to  the 
passage  of  an  ordinance  by  both  boards 
of  the  common  council  on  the  tame  day, 
is  the  consent  of  all  the  members  pre- 
sent at  the  time  of  its  passage.  And 
this  may  appear  from  the  fact  that  no 
Meetion  was  made  at  the  lime,  and  that 
all  the  members  present  voted  for  the 
ordinance.    {Id.) 

7.  It  is  not  necessary  to  publish  for  two 
days  an  amendment  to  an  original  ordi- 
nance providing  for  the  expense  of  re- 
pairing a  street  A  publication  under 
the  original  ordinance  gives  notice  to 
the  ovmer  of  the  contemplated  improve- 
ment, and  this  satisfies  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute.    {Id.) 

8.  An  objection 
was 

was  made  {Laws  1857,  ch.  446)  is  an- 
bwered  by  the  fact  that  this  provision 
does  not  apply  to  cases  where  the  ez 
pense  is  charged  upon  the  ownertf  and 
not  on  the  piiblic  treasury.    {Id,) 

9.  Objections  to  the  mode  of  doing  the 
work,  and  the  want  of  proof  annexed 
to  the  assessment  roll,  are  not  grounds 
for  vacating  such  an  assessment    {Id,) 

10.  It  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  such  an 
assessment  made  by  the  board  of  asses- 
sors, that  the  Bstettort  had  been  changed 
between  the  passage  of  the  ordinance 
and  the  signing  of  the  assessment  roll. 
The  statute  directs  the  duty  of  assess- 
ing to  be  done  by  the  board  of  atttttort 
for  the  time  being.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  name  the  assessors  individually  in 
the  ordinance.    {Id.) 


that  no  appropriaiion 

made  by  law  before  toe  contract 


11.  The  assessors  eaonot  include  any 
charge  for  making  *he  assessment  The 
allowance  of  2  per  cent  for  making 


such  assessment  is  no  longer  a 
charge.    {Id.) 

12.  The  providons  of  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States,  exempting  from  taxation 
nnder  state  or  municipal  authority  the 
the  stocks  issued  by  the  United  States 
government,  are  to  be  restricted  in 
their  application  to  the  subject  matter 
in  hand.  The  general  language  thus 
used  is  to  bs  applied  only  to  the  issnee 
authorized  bv  such  acts.  {People  ex  reL 
Broadway  National  Bank  agt  Ifawor. 
dK.  of  New  Tort,  37  N  r.S.9.) 

13.  A  congressional  declaration  of  ex- 
emption from  taxation  is  of  no  force. 
The  exemption  is  constitutional,  and 
not  l^sUtive.  Whatever  subject  is 
thus  exempt  is  equally  exempt  if  no 
declaration  is  made  in  the  law  author- 
ising its  creation.  If  not  exempt  by 
virtue  of  the  constitution,  a  con^fres- 
sional  declaration  cannot  make  it  so. 
{Id.) 

14.  Certificates  of  indebtedness  issued 
nnder  the  act  of  congress  of  March  1, 
1862,  are  not  exempt  from  taxation  by 
state  or  municipal  authority.  They  are 
not  Asned  upon  loans  made  to  the 
government,  but  are  acknowledgments 
merely  of  a  pre-existing  indebtedness. 
Neither  are  they  to  be  deen\ed  instru- 
mentalities of  the  government,  like 
ships  of  war  or  the  mails,  necessary  to 
carry  on  its  business,  ana  thus  exempt 
from  taxation.    {Id.) 

15.  Legal  tender  notes,  issued  under  the 
act  of  congress  of  Februaiy  25,  1862. 
are  not  exempt  from  state  or  municipal 
taxation.  They  are  the  money  of  the 
country,  and  liable  to  taxation,  like  the 
other  money  of  the  country.  {Ptoplf 
dc.  agt  Supervitor*  of  New  York.  37  N. 
r.S.2i.) 

16.  Whenever,  by  state  law^  a  tax  is  laid 
upon  property  which  consists  of  United 
States  bonds  exempt  from  taxation, 
then,  in  whatever  form  or  in  whatever 
terms  the  law  is  expressed,  it  is  void, 
and  cannot  be  enforced.  {Monroe  Savingt 
Bank  BgL  City  of  BocKetter,  Zi  N.T.B 
365.) 

17.  But  where  the  tax  is  declared  in  terms 
to  be  upon  franchises  and  privileges 
granted  to  the  corporation,  it  is  not  to 
be  deemed  void  because  such  corpora' 
tion  employs  the  bonds,  etc.,  ot  the 
United  States  as  one  of  the  means  of 
accomplishing  its  purposes.    {Id.) 

18w  BecauBs  a  bank  has,  as  a  part  of  its 
franchise,  the  privilege  of  investing  its 
money  in  United  Statrs  bonds,  it  is  not, 
thereiore,  to  hold  its  franchise  exempt 

I    from  taxation.     Jd.' 
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19.  The  state,  in  grapting  a  fnmehite  to  a 
corporation,  may  limit  the  power*  to  be 
exercised  ander  it,  and  annex  oondi« 
tions  to  its  enjoyment,  and  require  it  to 
contribate  to  the  resooroes  of  the  state. 
{Id,) 

TAX  LEVY  LAW. 

L  Where  a  tax  levy  law  passed  bT  the  lev- 
islatare,  for  thc;  city  of  New  Vorlc,  <u- 
rectly  appropriates  a  specified  sum  for 
a  ptrticnlar  object — repaying  and  re- 

Ciirinff  streets,  and  in  parsnance  of  sach 
w,  the  common  council  of  the  ciiy 
pass  an  ordinance  formalW  appropriat- 
ing the  money  to  such  object ;  a  crm- 
tnc*,  for  the  work  and  expenditure  of 
the  money  made  by  the  act  under  the 
directions  of  the  street  department,  must 
be  ret^ird<id  as  made  directly  by  the 
authority  of  the  legislature,  not  by  the 
authority  of  the  common  council. 
{Brady  agt  Mayor^  Sc  of  New  Torky 
aiiU,  81.) 

2.  Therefore  a  city  tax  payer  and  cettui 
mu  tnut  of  the  city  property  under  the 
3d  section  of  the  act  of  1964  cannot 
maintain  an  action,  under  that  act, 
against  the  common  council  and  the 
contractor,  to  restrain  them  by  iujnnc 
tion  from  making  payments  under  a 
contract  to  do  the  work  and  to  declare 
the  contract  yoid,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  not  made  as  proyidea  by  law — 
made  without  public  notice  for  sealed 
proposals  or  bids  as  required  by  law, 
eyen  though  the  eUtom^  penerat  or  the 
city  corporation  could  maintain  such 
action.    {Id.) 

Z.  The  fund  appropriated  by  the  legisla- 
tnre,  and  which  was  to  oe  expended 
under  the  contract,  is  not  at  all^  to  any 
extent  or  in  any  respect  committed  to 
the  management  of  the  common  conn- 
oil  or  su[>eryiBors  of  the  county,  as 
trustees  within  the  meaning  of  the  act 
of  1864.    {Id.) 

i.  The  act  entitled  "  An  act  to  enable  the 
board  of  superyisors  of  the  county  of 
New  York  to  raise  money  by  tax  for 
the  use  of  the  coiporation  of  tne  dty  of 
New  York,  and  in  relation  to  the  ex- 
penditure thereof;  and  to  provide  for 
the  auditing  and  jayment  of  unsettled 
claims  against  said  city,  in  relation  to 
actions  at  law  against  said  corporation," 
passed  April  23,  1867,  is  a  jmblie  etat- 
ut£f  and  need  not  be  pleaded  to  giye  the 
court  Jurisdiction  to  notice  it.  {Brett 
agt  Mayor,  Se.  If.  T.  ante,  190.) 

TELEGRAU& 
L  Whan  and  to  what  extent  t«l«gramB 


between  parties  are  to  be  treated  as 
written  contracts,  depends  upon  the 
circumstances  in  which  they  are  sent 
and  the  intent  and  object  for  which 
they  are  transmitted  and  received. 
(Beach  agt.  Baritat^  CMd  Delaware  Bay 
Bailroad  Company,  37  If,  T.  B.  457.) 

2.  Where  there  has  been  a  previous  com- 
munication between  the  parties  in  re* 
spect  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
tract, and  the  telegram  is  sent  to  fix 
some  one  of  the  details  of  the  agree- 
ment between  them,  as  the  price,  dme 
of  enjoyment,  etc,  such  telegram  is 
evidence  only  for  the  purpose  for  which 
it  was  sent^  and  does  not  constitute  the 
contract    (Id.) 

3.  Where  the  original  propositions  or 
agreement  between  the  parties  were 
oral,  diey  are  to  be  proved  bv  oral 
evidence,  as  modified  or  affected  by  the 
telegram.    {Id.) 

4.  Where  plaintiffs  had  hired  out  their 
barge  to  be  used  only  as  a  receiving 
barge  in  the  dock,  ana  it  was  need  by 
the  defendants  as  a  transporting  barva, 
and  was  thereby  sunk,  Ae£i,  that  Uie 
defendants  are  liable  in  an  action  in 
the  nature  of  trover  for  the  value  of 
the  barge,  independent  of  any  question 
of  negligence  in  their  manner  of  using 
the  same.    {Id.) 

TENANTS  IN  C03I1I0N. 

1.  Tenants  in  common  must  join  in  ae- 
tions  to  recover  for  iniunes  to  the 
realty;  and  this  rule  nas  not  been 
changed  by  the  Code.  (Z>e  Pay  agt 
Strw^y  37  N.  T.  B.  372.) 

TIME  OF  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  Where  a  grantor,  in  executing  a  deed 
of  land,  excepts  and  reserves  "all  the 
pine  and  hemlock  timber  suitable  for 
sawing,  and  all  necessary  facilities  for 
removing  the  same,  with  the  riffht  of 
flowing  the  lands  now  covered  by  the 
mill  pood,  while  necessary  for  manufac- 
turing the  timber  on  the  adjacent  lands," 
he  cannot  be  deprived  of  his  property 
or  reserved  rights  by  an  all^pition  that 
a  reasonahU  txme  for  removal  and  man- 
ufacture kae  already  elapsed^  and  there- 
fore his  rights  are  extinguished.  {Qregg 
agt  BirdeaU,  anU,  345.) 

2.  If  any  time  eonld  be  fixed  by  the  AOt 

of  the  adverse  party — the  owner  of  the 
premises,  or  by  a  judicial  tribunal  with- 
in which  the  power  of  removal  and 
manufacture  was  to  be  exerdaed  (which 
is  doubtful,  as  the  exception  is  absolute 
and  nnlimitsd),  it shonla  be  in  tbeyvtai^ 
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by  a  notice  given  to  the  grantor  to  ex- 
ercise his  power  of  remoTal  within 
some  time  to  be  named,  so  as  to  enable 
him  to  obtain  the  benefit  ol  his  reserva- 
tion.   {Id,) 

3.  In  cases  of  servioe  b^  publication,  the 
computation  of  time  is  to  be  made  ex- 
cluding the  first  day  and  including  the 
full  period  required  for  publication. 
{Brod  agt  Heynutnnj  3  Abb.  N.  8,  396.) 

4.  The  period  required  is  six  weeks — 
forty -two  days,    (/d) 

TITLE. 

1.  Where  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a 
lot  of  land  is  conditioned  that  a  con 
Teyanoe  is  not  to  be  given  until  the 
terms  of  the  contract  are  performed,  by 
the  payment  of  the  whole  purchase 
money,  $500,  in  yearly  payments,  and 
at  the  expiration  of  the  time  for  the 
pavment  of  the  whole  there  remains  a 
iMuanoe  due  and  unpaid  of  $:200,  and 
the  vendor  thereupon  declares  the  con- 
tract void,  and  proceeds  in  an  action 
of  ejectTient  and  gets  possession  of  the 
premises,  the  vendee  and  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  never  having  paid  or 
tendered  the  amount  due  upon  the  con- 
tract, have  no  claim  legally  or  eonitap 
bly  to  the  title  of  the  premises,  {vood- 
fcxn  agt  Nelxn^  ante,  402.) 

2.  When  the  defendants  had  bought  cer- 
tain railroad  cars,  paid  for  them  and  re- 
ceived them  into  their  possession,  and 
the  seller  afterwards  induces  the  plain- 
tiflb  to  pay  him  for  the  same  cars,  upon 
the  frandnlent  representation  that  he 
has  delivered  them  to  their  agent,  the 
plaintifis  must  bear  the  loss.  A  charge, 
under  such  circumstances,  that,  if  the 
defendants  knew  or  had  reason  to  be- 
lieve that,  upon  a  failure  to  give  notice 
of  their  title,  the  defendants  would  pay 
the  seller  for  the  same  cars,  unaccom- 
panied by  any  evidence  of  collusion 
oetween  the  seller  and  the  first  pur- 
chaser, is  erroneous.  Their  own  title 
beinff  complete,  there  is  no  rule  of  law 
which  would  require  the  defendants  to 
interfere  in  the  affiurs  of  the  other 
parties ;  especially,  in  a  case  where,  by 
the  provisions  of  tne  contract,  the  pur- 
chasers had  provided  full  means  to  pro- 
tect themselves  against  such  a  fraud. 
[Ohio  and  Miuiuippi  Railroad  Com- 
vany  agt  Kauon,  37  N,  Y.  B.  218.) 

3.  The  question  of  usury  is  personal,  and 
can  onljr  be  raised  by  the  parties  to  the 
transaction.    {Id,) 

TOWN. 
1.  An  action  will  not  lie  against  a  town, 


to  recover  a  claim  arising  upon  contract 
{Bell  agt.  The  Town  ofSkojnu^  49  Barh. 
506.) 

2.  Parties  who  contract  to  render  {Bervi- 
ces  for  either  town  or  county  do  it 
with  a  knowledge  that  their  remedy^  to 
procure  payment  is  through  the  action 
of  the  board  of  sapervisors.  Where 
that  body  nec[lector  refuse  to  discharge 
a  duty  fSairly^imposed  by  law,  perform- 
ance will  be  compelled  by  monrfamnf, 
{Id,) 

TRADE  HABKS. 

1.  A  person  who  forms  a  new  composi- 
tion, and  invents  a  new  word  to  chaiac- 
terize  it,  is  entitled  to  be  protected  in 
the  exclusive  use  of  such  word  as  his 
trade- mark,  and  an  injunction  will  issue 
to  restrain  others  from  appropriating 
it  to  designate  a  similar  article.  (Co** 
well»gL  DavUf  ante,  76.) 

2.  Plaintiff  had  inve>ited  a  "  new  medi- 
cine,-' and  formed  the  compound  word 
*^  Ferro-Phosphorated"  to  designate  it 
Such  combined  word  was  new  : 

3.  ffeldj  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  ex- 
clusive use  of  such  compound  word, 
and  that  others  could  be  restrained  by 
injunction  from  using  it    {Id,) 

4.  The  plaintiffs  had,  prior  to  January, 
1866,  for  many  years,  at  or  near  the  vil- 
lage of  Akron,  in  Erie  county,  N.  T., 
manufactared  largely  from  the  quarries 
there,  water  Ume  or  cement^  which  w&s 
usually  sold  in  barrels,  with  a  printed 
bill  pasted  upon  the  barrels  thus: 
'*  Newman's  Akron  Cement  Company, 
manufacture,  at  Akron,  N.  Y-;  the  Hy- 
draulic Cement,  known  as  the  Akron 
Water  Lime."  Part  of  this  bill  was 
printed  in  capitals,  **  Newman's  Akron 
Cement  Co.,"  and  *' Akron  Water 
Lime"  in  large  capitals." 

5.  The  defendants  were  a  firm  manufac- 
turing and  selling  water  lime  or  cement 
ih>m  a  quarry  or  bed  in  Syracuse, 
Onondaga  county,  N.  Y.,  which  they  in 
January,  1866,  re-named,  and  called  it 
"Onondasa  Akron  Cement  or  Water 
Lime."  The  word  "Akron  *'  was  not 
used  in  connection  with  their  quarry 
nntil  January,  1866.  The  defendants, 
in  selliuff  their  cement,  used  the  brand 
^SAlvord's  Onondaga  Akron  Cement  or 
W^r  Lime,  manufactured  in  Syracuse, 
in  New  York ;"  and  they  knew  of  the 
plaintiffs'  quarries,  and  tne  name  given 
to  their  water  lime  or  cement : 

6.  Held,  that  the  defendants,  by  the  use 
of  the  name  or  word  "  Akron,    in  sell- 
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ing  their  eemant,  mfHosed  upon  the 
plaiDtifft'  trade  mark;  ana  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  a  perpetual  in)unction, 
reetraiuing  the  defendants  from  the  use 
of  that  word.  {Newmam  ng^  Ahoid^ 
aiUe,  108.) 


7.  It  saoiu,  that  if  the  defendant's  quarry 
and  manufacture  had  been  located  at 
Akron  also,  they  would  have  had  an 
equal  right  with  the  plaintiflb  to  hare 
used  the  name  of  Akron  in  their  trade 
mark,  within  the  principle  of  the  case 
of  Brooklyn  WkiU  Lead  Co.  agt  Mantry 
'35  Barb.  416) ;  and  that  if  both  parties 
had  bad  their  quarries  and  manufacto- 
ries at  another  place  than  Akron,  both 
would  have  haa  an  equal  risht  to  use 
the  name  Akron  in  their  trade  marks, 
within  the  principle  of  the  ease  of 
Wolf  agt  Goulard  {19  Sow.  64).    {Id.) 

8.  A  manufacturer  has  aright  to  put  or 
stamp  his  own  name  on  the  articles 
manufactured  by  him,  and  on  the  bands , 
wrappers  or  covers,  in  which  they  are 
put  np ;  and  any  injury  which  another 
manufacturer,  of  Uie  same  surname, 
may  suffer  thereby,  must  be  viewed  as 
an  injury  without  a  remedy.  (J%i^ 
agt  FabcTf  49  Barb,  347.) 

9.  A  manufacturer  of  lead  pencils  has  no 
right  to  the  exclusive  use  of  a  particu- 
lar colored  |>aper,  or  kind  of  paper,  for 
covering  or  inclosing  his  pencils  by  the 
gross,  in  a  book  form,  or  any  other 
particular  form.    {Id,) 

10.  The  pUintiffs  were  engaged  in  the 
business  of  manufacturing  oement,  or 
water  lime,  from  quarries  or  beds  lyinff 
near  Akron,  Erie  county,  desiflnated 
and  sold  as  ** Akron  Cement'^  and 
*' Akron  Water  Lime;"  the  packages 
containing  the  same,  when  sold  and 
offered  ror  sale,  having  attached  to 
each  of  them  cnese  words:  **New- 
man^s  Akron  Cement  Co.  Manufac- 
tured at  Akron,  N.  T.  The  Hydraulic 
Cement  known  as  the  Akron  Water 
Lime."  The  defendants  being  engaged 
ing  engaged  in  manufacturing  and  sell- 
ing a  similar  article  from  quarries  or 
b^s  situated  near  Syracuse,  Onondaga 
county,  and  knowing  that  water  lime 
cement  was  manufactured  and  sold  by 
the  plainttffs  under  the  name  of  "Akron 
Water  Lime"  and  *'Akron  Cement," 
called  their  own  beds  the  "  Onondaga 
Akron  Cement  and  Water  Lime ;"  and 
after  that  they  sold  the  water  lime  and 
cement  prepared  by  them  with  a  label 
on  each  package  having  these  words 
upon  it:  "Alvord's  Onondaga  Akron 
Cement,  or  Water  Lime,  Manufactured 
at  Syracuse,  New  York ;"  such  water 
lime  and  cement  being  placed  upon  the 
market  and  sold  in  the  same  plaoes 


where  that  masufaetured  by  the  plain- 
tiUs  was  sold  and  used.  HeitL  that  the 
word  ** Akron,"  as  used  by  the  plain* 
tifb,  was  their  trade  mark,  by  whieh 
they  designated  the  article  mann&e- 
tured  and  sold  by  them :  and  that  they 
were  entitled  to  be  protected  in  aoea 
use  of  it,  by  an  ii^  unction  reetraining 
the  defenduits  from  making  use  of  the 
word  "Akron"  as  their  trade  mark. 
{Newman,  agt  Ahord,  49  Barb.  588.) 

11.  Beld,  aleOf  that  the  case  was  not  one 
of  such  doubt  as  (o  require  the  plain- 
tiffs' right  to  be  flnt  established  at  law. 
{Id) 

ISl  Heidy/wtOker,  that  to  defeat  the  plain- 
tiffs*  right  to  appropriate  the  term 
** Akron,**  on  toe  ground  that  it  had 
previously  been  in  common  use,  such  a 
use  of  it  must  be  shown  as  would  ex- 
tend to  and  include  the  defendants. 
That  until  that  was  done,  the  use  made 
of  it  bj[  the  plaintiflb  mirht  wel! 
be  exclusive  of  the  defendants^  without 
being  so  as  to  the  inhabitants  of  Akron. 
{Id) 

13k  The  court  will  not  enjoin  a  defendant 
from  using  his  own  name  in  the  prose- 
cution of  a  manufacturing  business,  be- 
cause it  is  similar  to  that  of  a  rival 
manufiustnrer  in  the  same  business. 
Any  injury  which  one  manufacturer 
may  suffer  by  competition  of  other  per- 
sons of  the  same  name,  from  the  use  of 
sneh  name  merely,  is  without  remedy 
under  the  law  of  trade  marks.  {Fab&r 
agk  Faber,  3  Abb,  N.  S.  115.) 

14.  What  mode  of  putting  up  and  selling 

Sencils,  sin^l^  or  in  quantities,  will  be 
eemed  an  imitation  of  the  method  of  a 
prior  manufacturer,  and  a  violation  of 
nis  trade  mark,  considered.    {Id) 

TRESPASS  ON  LAND. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  brings  an  actioD 
in  a  justioe's  court,  and  complains  tlmt 
the  defendant  wrongfully  broVe  and  en- 
tered his  cloeej  and  then  and  there,  at 
the  times  named,  committed  certain 
trespasses  and  did  certain  acts,  and  the 
defendant  justifies  all  the  act*  oon^pHota- 
ed  off  on  the  j^und  that  the  loau  t»  oao 
was  at  the  time  a  public  highway,  &«., 
the  justice  should  dismiss  the  action 
upon  the  question  of  title.  {Beaik  agt 
Barmourf  ante,  1.) 

2.  But  if  the  plaintiff,  on  continuing  the 
action  in  the  supreme  court,  recovers  a 
verdict  for  any  sum,  for  trespaases  com- 
mitted outeide  of  ike  alleged  XwAkov,  be 
is  entitled  to  eoiU,  althoogb  the  defend- 
ant succeeds  in  instifyinff  all  his  ads 
oonunittdd  upon  said  nignway.    (jM 
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cmtfu  wik  Edll  agt  Hbdskinij  20  H&w, 
iS.)    {IdL) 

3.  In  an  action  of  treBpaas  on  land,  com- 
menced in  the  sapreme  oeurt  by  reason 
of  a  plea  of  tUU  interposed  in  the  jas- 
tice's  conrt,  and  the  sapreme  court 
fonnd  that  the  defendant  bad  titlb  to  so 
much  of  the  premises  as  he  pleaded 
title  to ;  and  uat  the  trespasses  com- 
mitted by  defendant,  for  which  the 
court  gave  plaintiff  jud^ent  for  $5, 
were  committed  on  the  piece  of  land  to 
which  the  defendant  omitted  to  plead 
title;  and  that  as  to  such  trespasses 
the  title  was  not  in  issne ;  and  that  the 
defendant  .did  not  controvert  the  plain- 
tiff^s  title  to  or  possession  thereof  on 
the  trial: 

4.  ffeldf  that  the  plaintiff  having  failed 
to  recover  $50  aamages,  the  defendant 
wot  entitled  to  eottt.     To  entitle  the 

Slaintiff  to  costs  in  such  an  action,  un- 
er  the  Code,  the  Judgment  in  the  su- 
preme conrt  must  be  for  the  plaintiff  <»r 
Me  issue  presented  by  theplea  of  title. 
{Mors*  agL  JacobSf  ante^  90.) 

5.  It  is  only  those  issnes  which  are  cov- 
ered by  a  plea  of  title,  which  are  in- 
tended to  go  up  to  the  supreme  court  at 
all ;  as  to  the  other  issues  or  causes 
of  action,  thej  should  be  continued  be- 
fore the  justice,  on  the  plaintiff's  mo- 
tion ;  otherwise,  if  proceeded  with  in 
the  supreme  court,  thev  have  no  influ- 
ence on  the  question  of  costs.  {It  %nll 
be  seen  that  this  decision  agrees  loith  that 
in  Bieath  agt,  Barmour^  ante^  p,  1,  amd 
ike  note  nuule  thereto.  This  case  wis  re- 
ceived ajter  the  case  of  Heath  agt  Bar- 
mour  and  note  were  put  in  print)    (Id. ) 

TRIAL. 

1.  Whether  a  case  is  of  legal  or  eonitable 
oo^izance,  whether  it  was  tried  before 
a  judge  and  jury,  or  before  the  court 
alone,  a  party  may  entitle  himself  to  a 
review  of  a  decision  denying  his  mo- 
to  postpone  for  the  absence  oi  a  ma- 
terial witness,  in  either  of  these  modes : 
1.  On  the  denial  of  his  motion  he  may 
withdraw  from  the  trial ;  and  if  it  pro- 
ceeds, and  the  cause  is  decided  against 
him,  he  may,  upon  affidavits  showing 
^e  application  to  postpone,  the  napers 
upon  which  it  was  founded,  its  denial, 
and  that  a  decision  has  been  made 
against  him,  make  a  non-enumerated 
motion  at  special  term  to  set  aside  such 
decision.  2,  Or  he  may  remain  and  try 
the  cause  on  the  merits ;  and,  in  case  of 
a  decision  against  him,  he  may  then 
eitiier  pursue  the  course  above  stated 
to  obtain  a  new  trial,  or,  if  the  trial 
hv  inrv.  he  niav  move  at  spoeial 


term,  upon  a  case,  for  a  new  trial,  al* 
leging  as  one  of  tne  grounds  of  error 
the  refusal  to  postpone ;  or,  if  the  trial 
was  by  tlie  conrt,  he  may  appeal  direct 
to  the  general  t«nn,  alleging  the  refusal 
to  postpone  as  cause  for  reversal. 
{Howard  agt  Frteman.  3  Alib.  N.  S. 
292.) 

2.  The  former  practice  of  the  conrt  of 
chancery^  in  respect  to  granting  exten- 
sions cf  time  in  which  to  take  tne  testi- 
mony of  witnesses,  stated.    {Id.) 

3.  Under  the  union  of  le^l  and  equita- 
ble forms  of  action,  which  has  been  in- 
trodoced  by  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
the  grounds  upon  which  a  partv  may 
claim  a  postponement  of  a  trial  for  the 
absence  of  a  material  witness  are  the 
same  in  actions  for  equitable  relief  as 
in  those  for  relief  of  a  legal  character. 
In  both  classes  of  cases,  a  party  has  the 
right,  when  a  cause  is  called  for  trial, 
to  move  for  a  postponement ;  and,  as  a 
concomitant  to  this  right,  he  is  fivther 
entitled  to  a  review  of  a  decision  deny- 
ing his  motion.    {Id.) 

4.  It  is  competent  for  the  presiding  judge 
to  try  a  challenge  to  tne  favor,  upon 
consent  of  parties ;  and  where  he  (roes 
tiT  itf  without  objection  or  request  to 
submit  the  challen^  to  triers  being 
made  at  the  time,  it  will  be  implied 
that  he  did  so  by  consent  {O'Brien 
agt  People,  3  Abb.  N.8.ZeS.) 

5.  General  impressions,  relative  to  the 
cause  about  to  be  tried,  derived  from 
reading  statements  in  the  newspapers, 
and  noi  amonnttng  to  an  opinion  upon 
the  guilt  or  innocence  pf  the  prisoner, 
do  not  disj^ualify  a  person  from  serving 
upon  the  jury.    {Id.) 

6.  A  venireman,  summoned  to  try  a  capi- 
tal cause,  testified,  upon  challenge  for 
principal  cause,  that  he  had  conscien- 
tious scruples  f^pinst  finding  a  verdict 
in  a  case  involving  life  and  death,  but 
explained  that  he  was  not  opposed  to 
capital  punishment,  but  his  scruples 
rested  on  other  grounds,  held,  that  he 
was  disqualified.  The  gronnos  of  his 
scruples  were  unimportant;  it  was 
enough  that  they  existed.    ( Id.) 

7.  Error  in  an  answer  given  by  the  judge 
to  a  question  put  by  a  juror,  on  a  crim- 
inal trial,  will  not  affect  the  conviction, 
where  the  question  had  clearly  no  per- 
tinency to  the  case  made  by  the  evi- 
dence, and  no  clearer  or  more  paitien- 
lar  instructions  upon  the  subject  of  it 
than  those  previously  given  by  the 
judge  in  his  charge  were,  in  any  aspect 
of  ue  case,  necessary.    {Id.) 

8.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  the  indictment 
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containing  two  eonnto — one  for  killing 
H.,  and  one  for  killing  8. — the  prison- 
er's counsel  asked  the  oonrt,  at  tne  oat- 
set,  to  require  the  district  attorney  to 
elect  upon  which  he  would  proceed. 
The  court  reserved  its  decision  and  no 
objection  thereto  was  made.  The  %r\-' 
dence  showed  that  the  deceased  was 
known  by  both  the  names  used  in  the 
indictment  At  the  close  of  the  evi- 
dence, the  court  reouired  the  district 
attorney  to  elect  He  elected  to  pro- 
ceed under  the  count  for  killing  8.  A 
notU  orotequi  was  then  entered  upon 
the  oUier  count,  'ilie  counsel  for  pris- 
oner then  moved  to  strike  out  all  evi- 
pence  referring  to  the  party  under  the 
name  of  H.;  the  motion  was  granted, 
and  the  jury  found  a  verdict  of  guilty. 
ffeidf  that  no  error  was  committed; 
and  that,  there  being  ample  evidence 
of  the  killing  8..  after  strink  out  all  that 
related  to  M.,  tue  verdict  must  be  sus- 
tained.   {Id.) 

9.  Goods  purchased  of  the  plaintiflb  were 
ordered  by  the  buyer  to  be  marked 
with  the  name  of  the  defendant,  and 
chai]^  to  him,  and  shipped  to  St. 
Louis.  Before  charging  the  ^oods.  or 
shipping  them,  the  plaintiflb  informed 
the  aefendant  of  the  purchase,  and  that 
the  goods  so  bought  had  been  chaived 
to  him.  The  latter,  upon  being  asked 
if  that  was  correct,  replied :  **It  is  all 
right  for  this  time,"  Ste,  The  plaintiffs 
thereupon  charged  the  goods  to  the 
defendant,  and  shipped  them  as  di- 
rected by  the  buyer.  JJeU,  that  the 
question  whether  the  ffoods  were  sold 
on  the  credit  of  the  aefendant  was  a 
question  of  fact,  which  should  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury;  and  that 
the  judge  erred  in  dismissinff  Uie  com- 
plaint.   {McCaffilagt,BadcUf,ZBobL 

10.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  findings 
of  fact  by  a  iud^  ut  special  must  be 
deemed  conclusive,  unless  they  are 
without  evidence  to  support  them,  or 
clearlyagainst  an  overwhelming  weight 
of  evidence.  ILoesckigk  agt  Peck.  3 
SobL  700.) 

11.  In  an  action  to  set  aside  a  sale  of 
goods  and  an  assignment,  by  the  ven- 
dor of  promissory  notes  received  there- 
for, as  fraudulent,  the  solvency  of  the 
purchaser,  and  the  fairness  of  the  sale 
to  him^  or  the  credit  given,  if  the  evi- 
dence IS  doubtful,  are  entirely  questions 
offset    (/d.) 

12.  If  the  general  good  standing  of  the 
purchaser  is  proved  affirmatively,  and 
no  evidence  is  given  to  show  the  length 
of  credit  unreasonabfe,  in  reference  to 
the  particular  kind  of  merchandise,  the 


court  is  bound  to  find  for  the  defend- 
ants ;  and  if  it  do  so,  it  will  not  be  ex- 
ercising a  sound  legal  discretion  by 
withholding  costs  from  the  prevailing 
party     {I(£) 

13.  A  rsoeiver,  substituted  in  the  placs 
of  one  who  has  died,  who  moves  for 
leave  to  continue  in  his  own  name  as 
such  rsoeiver  an  action  begun  by  the 
latter,  by  supplemental  complaint,  alter 
it  has  become  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  may  be  rsquired,  as  a  con- 
dition of  granting  the  relief  sought,  to 
assume  the  anus  nrobandi.  {LinMotion 
agt.  OUpkant,  3  i2o6t  G39.) 

14.  A  trial  by  the  court  without  a  jurr 
•cannot  properly  be  held  before  several 
jbdges,  in  succession,  so  as.  after  being 
decided  in  part  by  one,  to  oe  taken  up 
at  a  subsequent  tarm  and  completed  by 
another  justice.  A  cause  cannot  thus 
be  determined  by  piece-meaL  {Betmnt 
agt  JfVatvrt,  3  SM.  G9a) 

15.  After  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  a 
libel,  has,  upon  the  defendant's  fsilure 
to  appear,  procured  an  order  for  the 
assessment  of  damages  by  a  sheriff  *s 
junr,  he  cannot  move  to  vacate  that 
oraer,  and  have  the  damages  assessed 
by  a  jury  before  a  judge  of  the  court ; 
if  the  probabilitjr  of  complicated  ques- 
tions of  law  arising  in  the  case,  or  the 
existence  of  any  incapacity  on  tiie  piui 
of  the  sheriff  to  act,  or  any  difficulty  in 
regard  to  mitigating  circumstances  be 
shown,  and  nothing  new  appears  to 
have  been  discovered,  rendering  it 
proper  that  the  change  should  be  nuide. 
(i/baaaet  agt  Fuk,  3  Bobt  710.) 


TROVEK. 

6.  An  action  of  trwer  will  not  lie  for  the 
omission  of  a  eomman,  carrier  to  deliver 
property,  as  where  the  property  has 
been  stolen  or  lost  throu^  negligence, 
and  so  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  own- 
er. The  remedy  is  oMwinntU  or  a  m«- 
cial  action  on  the  can,  (McCtlKK,  J., 
diuentuuj :  Holding  thai  section  69  of 
the  Code  ka$  aboliiked  all  distinction 
between  the  mere  forms  of  octioiu,  oiul 
every  action  is  noma  special  actiononthe 
case.)  {Ihlano  agt  8ieam  JiavigaUm 
Cfo.  auU,  496.; 


TRUST  AND  TBUSTEEa 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  ^nvfaeof  a  man 
nfacturing  corporation  incorporated  un- 
der the  general  law  of  the  state,  to  re- 
cover the  penalty — the  debt  contracted 
bv  the  corporation — ^for  n^lecting  to 
file  an  annual  report  requirod  by  saia 
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act,  the  oomplaiot  is  fotally  defecUve 
where  it  does  not  allege  that  the  dd>t 
wu  exiitinff  at  tk4  time  the  d^auU  wu 
fnade  by  the  tnistees  to  file  their  report. 
{McJSdrg  agt  Hattmanj  anU^  205.) 

SL  Where  the  complaint  does  not  alle^ 
that  the  debt  against  the  corporation  is 
unpaid,  or  that  it  was  anpaid  when  the 
trostees  failed  to  make  their  report,  bnt 
avers  that  the  judgment  (which  Was 
previonsly  recovered  against  the  cor- 
poration for  the  debt)  and  debt  have 
been  assigned  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
"there  is  now  dne  to  the  plaintiff  from 
the  defendant  the  sum  of  $899.04,"  the 
complaint  held  defective  within  the  case 
of  Chamben  agt  Levnt  (28  N,  T.  B, 
454).    (Id.) 

3.  The  complaint  in  sach  an  action  most 
also  allege  that  the  defendant  was  a 
tnutee  at  the  time  of  the  defanlt.  An 
alle^tion  that  he  has  at  all  times  been 
prendetU  of  the  corporation,  althoagh 
the  president  most  be  selectea  from  the 
tmstees,  and  is  necessarily  a  tmstee,  is 
not  safflcient  as  an  allegation  against 
him  as  tmstee.  The  defendant  mast  be 
sned  as  trustee,  and  not  aa  president. 
{Id.) 

4.  The  assignee  of  the  interest  of  a  cettui 
que  trusty  nnder  a  transfer  of  all  the 
property  of  a  corporation  to  a  trostee, 
tn  tmst  to  sell  the  same  and  distribote 
the  proceeds  among  certain  cestnis  qw 
trusty  including  such  assignor,  is  not 
precloded  from  recovering  from  so<^ 
tmstee,  or  the  vendee  to  whom  he  has 
sold  the  property  so  transferred,  the 
share  of  such  assignor  of  the  proceeds 
of  sach  property,  j^caase  the  latter  has 
not  paid  a  promissory  note  given  by 
him  to  sach  corporation  as  pturt  of  the 
consideration  for  the  transier  of  sach 
property.  ^PhelJM  agt  The  Moiitrton^ 
(Smtth  a  SiHdatr  Stone  Jheuitui  Co.  3 
BobL  517.) 

5.  The  receiver  of  such  corporation,  to 
whom  sach  note  given  by  tne  ceetut  que 
trust  on  the  transfer  of  their  assets,  has 
been  passed,  cannot  recover  npon  sach 
note,  after  he  has  sold  the  same  at  pab- 
lic  auction  to  a  bona  Me  purchaser. 

€L  Where  two  claimants  for  the  same 
service  apply  for  pavment  to  the  party 
bound  to  pav,  ana  one  of  them  is 
recognized  as  naving  a  just  claim,  and 
18  paid,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other, 
who  is,  in  fact,  the  one  entitled,  the 
party  thus  excluded  derives  no  title 
against  the  party  receivinff  payment, 
to  the  money  paid.  iPaXruk  agt.  Met- 
«i{f,  37  N,  T,  B,  332.) 


7.  The  money  thqa  paid  is  not  an  appro 
Vou  XXXV. 


pnation  for  the  payment  of  plaintiff's 
claim,  and  cannot  be  considered  as  a 
trast  for  such  purpose.    {Id.) 

8.  Where  a  trustee  named  in  a  will  re- 
fuses or  neglects  to  accept  the  trust  and 
qualify  for  a  period  of  twenty  years, 
he  must  be  deemed  to  have  renounced 
the  trust  {Xn  re  Bobisiswn,^ N.  T. B. 
261.)  - 

9.  A  proceeding  simply  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  tmstee  to  execute  trust  auties 
and  powers,  is  a  matter  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  it  will  direct 
to  whom  notice  of  such  proceeainir 
shaU  be  given.    {Id.)  ^ 

10.  In  such  proceedings,  the  mle  re- 
quiring the  presence  ef  all  parties  in- 
terested is  one  of  convenience,  subject 
to  modification  and  discretion,  and  in- 
fruit  cettuie  qtie  trust  may  or  may  not  be 
notified,  as  the  court  snail  see  proper 
to  direct    (Id,)  *^    *^ 

11.  The  relation  existing  between  a  di- 
rector and  the  corporation  is  that  of 
tmstee.  (BvUs  agt  Wood,  J7  N,  T.  B. 
317.) 

12.  Where  a  member  of  a  board  ot  direct- 
ors of  a  plank  road  company,  being 
also  secretary  of  the  board,  presents  to 
such  board  a  bill  for  extra  compensa- 
tion as  secretary,  he  is  disqualified  to 
act  as  director  upon  the  aaditinir  of 
TOchbill.    {Id) 

13.  When  such  interested  director  must 
be  included  to  constitute  a  quoram  of 
the  board,  the  board  so  constituted  is 
not  qualified  to  act  upon  such  bill  so  aa 
to  bind  the  corporation.    {Id.) 

14.  When  such  board,  acting  under  such 
circumstances,  audits  such  bill,  any 
stockholder  mav  sue  for  himself,  and 
any  other  stocknolder  who  makes  him- 
self a  portv,  to  prevent  the  payment  of 
said  bill  by  the  treasurer  of  the  com* 
pany.    {IcQ 

UNCONSTITUTIONAL  ACT. 

1.  The  office  of  commissioner  of  taxes  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  as  at  present 
constituted,  comprises  the  official  duties 
and  frinctions  of  officers  existing  at  the 
time  the  constitution  was  adopted ;  and 
the  act  of  the  legislature,  vesting  their 
appointment  in  the  governor,  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  senate,  is  un- 
constitutional. ( The  People  act  Bav- 
moHd,  37  If.  r.  B  428.)  ' 

UNDEBTAKING. 


19.  Where  a  judgment  of  the  court  below 
40 


626 


KEW  YOBE  FEACnOE  HEPOBTS. 


Digest 


on  appeal  is  afirmed  aa  to  one  defend- 
ant, and  reversed  as  to  the  other  defend- 
ant, not  being  Jointly  liable,  the  joiut 
obligors  who  execated  the  tuuUrtatina 
given  on  the  appeal  for  both  defena- 
antSf  are  liable  to  pay  the  jad^ment  of 
affirmance.  It  is  a  case  of  mdgment 
affirmed  in  part  and  reversed  in  part. 
{Affirmina  S.  0, 17  Bine.  394,  aiu2  Gard- 
eur  SKt  Bamey,  24  Hme.  467.)  (Seacord 
agi  Morgan^  oiUe,  487.) 

S.  The  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  pro- 
vide for  any  other  undertaking,  in  an 
action  for  the  claim  and  delivery  of  per- 
sonal property,  than  that  to  be  talcen 
and  approved  by  the  sheriff,  however 
inadequate  the  amount  for  which  it  is 
given.  (DeBeanie  agL  Lewie,  3  BobL 
708.)  ^^ 

3i  The  defect  of  the  want  of  a  stamp,  up- 
on an  undertaking,  can  be  cured  upon 
an  exception  to  the  undertaking.    {Id.) 

4.  When  a  plaintiff  commences  an  action 
without  nling  an  undertaking  required 
by  law  as  a  condition  precec^nt  to  su- 
ing, the  court  may  (under  section  174 
of  the  Code  of  Procedure)  allow  it  to  be 
filed  nmne  pro  tunc.  [MiUbanl  agt 
Broadway  Bank,  3  Atb.  N.  8.  223.) 


UKITED  STATES  STOCKS  AND 
BOKD& 

1.  The  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the 
ITnttea  States,  exempting  from  taxation 
under  state  or  municipal  authority  the 
the  stocks  issued  by  tne  United  States 

S»vemment,  are  to  be  restricted  in 
eir  application  to  the  subject  matter 
in  baud.  The  general  language  thus 
used  is  to  be  applied  only  to  the  issues 
authorised  by  such  acts.  iPeopU  ex  reL 
Broadway  Itational  Bank  agt.  Mayor, 
dc.  of  New  York,  37  N.  T.  B,  9.) 

2.  A  congressional  declaration  of  ex- 
emption from  taxation  is  of  no  force. 
The  exeinption  is  constitutional,  and 
not  legislative.  Whatever  subject  is 
thns  exempt  is  equally  exempt  if  no 
declaration  is  made  in  the  law  auUior- 
ising  its  creation.  If  not  exempt  by 
virtue  of  the  constitution,  a  con^fres- 
aional  declaration  cannot  make  it  so. 
{Id.) 

3.  Certificates  of  indebtedness  issued 
nnder  the  act  of  congress  of  March  1, 
1862,  are  not  exempt  from  taxation  by 
state  or  municipal  authority.  They  are 
not  issued  upon  loans  made  to  the 
government,  but  are  acknowledgmeots 
merely  of  a  preexisting  indebtedness. 
Neither  are  they  to  be  deemed  instra- 
mentalities   of  the   goveniment,    like  i 


ihips  of  war  or  the  maiU,  necessary  to 


cany  on  its  business,  and  thus  exempt 
from  taxation.    {Id.) 

4.  Whenever,  by  state  law,  a  tax  is  laid 
upon  property  which  consists  of  United 
States  bonds  exempt  from  taxation, 
theo,  in  whatever  form  or  in  whatever 
terms  the  law  is  expressed,  it  is  void, 
and  cannot  be  enforced.  {Monroe  Savinae 
Bank  ugt  City  of  Bockeeter,  37  If.  T.B 
365.)  ^        ^  •" 

5.  Bat  where  the  tax  is  declared  in  terms 
to  be  upon  franchises  and  privileges 
granted  to  the  corporation,  it  is  not  to 
be  deemed  void  because  such  corponb' 
tion  employs  the  bonds,  etc.,  of  the 
United  States  as  one  of  the  means  of 
accomplishing  its  purposes.    {Id.) 

6.  Because  a  bank  has,  as  a  part  of  its 
franchise,  the  privilege  of  investing  its 
money  in  United  Sutes  bonds,  it  is  not, 
therefore,  to  hold  its  franchise  exempt 
from  taxation.     Id.* 

7.  The  state,  in  granting  a  franchise  to  a 
corporation,  may  limit  the  powers  to  be 
exercised  under  it,  aud  annex  oondi> 
tions  to  its  enjoyment,  and  require  it  to 
contribute  to  the  resources  of  the  statei 
{Id.) 

USER. 

1.  The  habitual  use  of  a  foot  path  aerosi 
the  lot  of  defendants  for  many  yean 
without  objections,  warrants  the  find- 
ing of  a  license  from  the  defendants  to 
eross  said  land«  by  said  foot  path. 
{DriecoU  agt  Newark  d  Boetndale  lAme 
and  Cement  Co.  37  N.  Y.  B.  637.) 

3.  It  is  the  duty  of  persons  engaged  in 
blasting  to  give  notice  to  all  persons 
about  passing  withing  the  limits  of 
possible  danger,  at  the  time  of  firing 
the  blast;  and  omitting  to  do  so,  if 
persons  passing  are  injured  by  the  ^«- 
char^,  the  question  of  negligence  in 
omitting  to  give  the  notice  is  one  for 
the  jury,  ana  their  finding  therein  is 
conclusive.    {Id.) 


USURY 

1.  Where  the  discount  of  a  draft  is  at  a 
rate  of  interest  allowed  by  law.it  is 
not  rendered  nsnrious  by  any  legHraoate 
use  which  may  afterwajrd  6e  made  of 
the  paper,  nor  by  an  acknowledged 
purpose  of  the  bank,  made  at  the  time, 
of  applving  the  paper  to  soch  f\Btvrs 
use.  {Farmtnf  ana  Metkamiaf  Bank 
agt  Parker.  37  N.  Y.  B,  148.) 

2.  The  lender  is  entitled  to  retain  the  dis- 
counted security  in  his  own  hands;  or 
he  may  make  any  lawful  dispomon 
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of  it  wbieh  will  tend  to  his  advantage. 
(Id.) 

3.  If  a  bank  ia  Ohio  discounting  paper 
can,  by  submitting  to  a  re-discoant  in 
in  this  state,  supp^  itself  at  once  with 
cnrrent  fhnds  m  New  York  at  an  ex- 
pense equivalent  to  the  mere  costs  of 
collecting  the  draft  at  maturity,  such 
re-discount  secured  a  legitimate  benefit 
to  the  lender,  without  prejudice  to  the 
borrower.    {Id.) 

4  The  usury  statute  of  Ohio  is  applicable 
only  to  banking  corporations,  and 
merely  declares  a  forfeiture  of  the  debt 
between  the  lender  and  borrower, 
without  annulling  the  contract.    {Id.) 

5.  In  respect  to  purchasers  of  commercial 
pai>er  m  good  faith,  under  the  laws  of 
Ohio,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  transac- 
tion betw^een  the  original  parties  was 
usurious.    {Id.) 

6.  The  question  of  usury  is  personal,  and 
can  onl^  be  raised  by  the  parties  to  the 
transaction.  {Ohio  and  Misnsnmn  M. 
B,  Co,  agt  JSToMtwi,  V  N.  JT.  B.  218.) 

7.  When  the  maker  of  a  renewal  note  in 
terposes  the  defense  of  usury,  there 
may  be  a  recovery  on  the  original 
note,  if  that  was  free  from  the  taint  of 
usury.  {I'armen'  and  Meckanict*  Baatk 
agt,  JotLtfiiy  37  N.  Y.  B,  353.) 

8.  Where  the  maker  of  a  promissoiy 
note  pays  a  consideration  to  a  party  to 
indorse  said  note,  and  to  procure  a  dis- 
count at  the  bank,  such  transaction 
does  not  constitute  a  usurious  agree- 
ment {Chatham  Bank  agt  Betttt  37 
N,  r.  B.  356.) 

9.  The  bank  discounting  such  note  in 
good  faith  can  recover  the  same  of  the 
maker  thereof.    {Id.) 

10.  What  may  have  passed  between  the 
cashier  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  indorser 
and  agent  of  the  defendant,  at  the  time 
the  note  was  presented  for  discount,  is 
not  important    {Id.) 

11.  Where  a  contract  or  obligation  is 
ffiven  for  two  or  more  separate  and  in- 
dependent things  having  no  connection 
with  each  other,  and  one  of  those  ob- 
jects is  the  security  of  a  usurious  debt, 
although  the  oontract  is  void  and  no 
action  at  law  or  in  equity  could  be 
maintained  thereon,  nevertheless,  if  the 
party  comes  mto  a  oourt  of  equity  to 
ask  that  such  contract  be  surrendered, 
all  the  statutes  of  usury  have  done 
affecting  the  complainanrs  right  to  re- 
lief is  to  forbid  that  any  payment  on 
account  of  such  usurious  debt  shall  be 
made  a  condition  of  relief.  ( WxUiawu 
agt  FUehMffhj  37  N.  T,  B.  144.) 


12.  When  a  mortgage  has  been  given 
upon  lands  in  Onio  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  several  promissory  notes,  a 
part  of  which  notes  are  usurious,  tud  a 
part  of  which  are  bona  jide^  although 
the  mortgage  is  void,  a  court  of  equity 
will  require  the  complainant  to  do 
equity  by  paying  or  tendering  payment 
of  the  valid  notes  covered  by  the  mort- 
gage, before  it  will  entertain  a  suit  to 
cause  the  mortgage  to  be  delivered  up 
to  be  cancelled,  as  a  cloud  upon  title, 
etc.    {Id.) 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

1.  The  acceptance  of  vouchers  or  certifi- 
cates of  a  government  officer  for  goods 
received  for  the  use  of  government,  of 
the  same  amount  as  the  valne  of  mer- 
chandise sold  by  vendors  to  ^rsons  in 
whose  favor  such  vouchers  are  issued, 
under  an  agreement  by  the  latter  to  de- 
liver similar  certificates  to  such  amount, 
and  a  written  receipt  given  by  such 
vendors,  expressly  stating  such  receipt 
to  be  *'  in  payment  of  bill  of  i<oods," 
will  not  so  extinguish  all  claim  for  the 
price  of  such  goods  as  to  preclude  the 
vendors  from  recovering  so  much 
thereof  as  shall  be  equal  to  any  amount 
which  government  officers  shall  after- 
ward legally  deduct  from  the  amount 
certified  to  in  such  vouchers,  with  the 
assent  of  such  vendees.  {Wiae  agt 
Chau,  3  Bobt.  35.) 

S.  A  finding  by  a  referee,  in  such  cose, 
that  vouchers  were  not  delivered  in 
payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  de- 
mauds  of  the  plaintiffs  on  account  of 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  goods,  is 
fully  justified  by  the  evidence.    {Id.) 

3.  Held,  that  the  government  not  having 
recognized  the  vouchers  for  the  amount 
named  therein,  but  only  for  about 
$6,000,  the  defendants  had  not  complied 
with  their  agreement  to  furnish  vouch- 
ers for  the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs' 
bill  of  goods.    {Id.) 

4  The  selection  by  a  purchaser  of  a  par- 
ticular carrier  of  the  goods  purchased, 
necessarily  destroys  all  riglit  on  the 
part  of  the  vendor  to  employ  any  other. 
{HilU  agt  ZyaeA,  3  BobL  42.) 

5.  The  mere  right  of  accepting  or  reject- 
ing undelivered  merchandise,  and  thus 
completing  or  repudiating  a  contract  of 
purenase,  is  not  a  subject  of  levy  or 
sale.    {Id.) 

6i  Where  goods  purchased  are  directed 
by  the  purchaser  to  be  delivered  to  a 
particular  carrier  for  transportation, 
but  by  mistake  of  the  eartman  em- 
ployed to  eart  them,  and  contrary  to 
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his  instrnctioDB,  they  are  delivered  to  a 
different  carrier,  and  while  in  poaaee- 
aion  of  the  Litter  are  levied  npon  oy  the 
•heriff,  onder  ezecntion,  againat  the 
porebaaers,  the  ffooda  will  m  regarded 
aa  being  anlawfnUy  in  the  poweaaion 
of  each  carrier,  when  ao  aeised;  and 
the  vendors  may  reclaim  them,  in  order 
to  forward  them  by  the  proper  r^ethod 
of  tranamiaaioni  wnich  can  alone  bind 
the  pnrchaaen.    {Id,) 

7.  Bach  a  delivery  to  the  carrier  ia  no 
more  a  deliverv  to  the  pnrchaaen 
than  a  deposit  of  the  ffooda  with  any 
other  person,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
parchaaers.  The  carrier  is  at  most  the 
vendor's  agent,  and  cannot  refose  to  re- 
deliver the  goods  to  them  on  demand, 
at  any  time  before  they  reach  the  por- 
chaser's  possession,    (id.) 

8.  There  is  no  principle  which  will  con* 
vert  a  carrier,  not  only  not  selected  by 
a  parchaser,  bnt  entirely  differeht  from 
the  one  designated  by  him,  into  bis 
agent,  to  accept  Uie  delivery  of  goods 
for  him.  (Per  KOBERT80N. C%. tT.)  {Id) 

9.  The  obligee  of  a  bond  siven  for  the 
pnrchaae  money  of  lana  (or  bis  as- 
signees), is  entitled  to  recover,  in  an 
action  on  snch  bond,  at  least  the  ex- 
cess of  the  amoont  dae  by  its  condition 
over  the  som  for  which  the  obligee  is 
liable  on  the  covenants  In  his  d^  to 
the  obligor,  if  no  more.  {Oowdrty  agt 
Cw£,3&6t210.) 

10.  If  one  in 

a  deed  witl     ,  _^ 

thereof  under  a  prior  mortgage  be- 
comes himself  the  parchaser,  and  aa- 
signs  bis  bid  to  anouier,  who  obtains  a 
deed  of  the  premises  from  the  sheriff, 
this  is  not  such  an  eviction  of  the  orig- 
inal grantee  aa  is  prodaoed  by  the  act 
of  the  law,  or  is  toe  necessary  and  le- 
gitimate consequence  of  the  existence 
of  the  mortMe  foreoloeed,  and  the  ac- 
tion upon  It,  Dnt  IB  the  resolt  of  the 
party's  own  volontary  sale  of  his  inter- 
est acquired  by  bidding  off  the  prem- 
ises, and  allowing  his  vendee  to  take 
the  sheriff's  deed.    {Id. ) 

11.  Such  sale  of  his  interest  in  the  land 
to  another  will  not  create  anew  a  lia- 
bility on  the  part  of  the  obligee  in  the 
bona  to  refund  the  whole  purchase 
money,  by  way  of  damages  for  breach 
of  the  covenants  in  his  deed.    {Id.) 

12.  Where,  upon  a  mutual  contract,  by 
which  payment  of  the  purchase  money 
and  conveyance  of  the  premises  are  to 
be  simultaneous,  if  an  absolute  and  un- 
conditional offer  to  pay,  or  to  pay  upon 
the  execntion  of  the  dcfed  deecnoed  in 
the  agreement,  appears  to  have  been 


1  possessi( 
tb  ftiU  CO' 


made  by  the  purchasers,  they  cannot 
recover  back  a  deposit,  part  or  the  pur- 
chase money.  {T/UC<mortgaiionSkafaier 
Ba^kmoui,  3  BobL  386. f 

13.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of 
g[oods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  plain- 
titft  to  the  defendants,  one  of  the  de- 
fenses was  that  the  sale  was  by  sam- 
ples, represented  and  warranted  fair 
and  correct ;  that  the  goods  beinff  in- 
ferior to  the  samples,  the  defenoitntB 
returned  them,  and  the  plaindA  ac- 
cepted and  diroosed  of  them,  without 
notice  to  the  derendauts.  The  terms  of 
the  sale,  in  respect  to  the  warranty  of 
quality,  were  quite  uncertain,  from  the 
eontradictoiy  character  of  the  evidence ; 
one  of  the  defendants  testifying  that 
the  plaintifb  guaranteed  Uie  goods,  and 
and  the  plaintiff  asserting  the  contrary. 
Beldt  that  while  the  jury  might  have 
been  justified  in.  finmns  that  it  was  a 
sale  by  sample,  there  oeing  no  such 
decisive  evidence  to  that  elleot  aa 
would  authorize  the  judge  to  give  it  to 
them  as  a  conceded  ract,  or  as  a  deduc- 
tion of  law,  he  properiy  left  it  to  them 
to  determine  wnat  was  the  intentioa 
of  the  parties  in  that  respect  {SUm4 
agt  Browning,  49  Barh.  244.) 

14.  Bitidf  al$Oj  that  the  jury  having  found 
that  the  defendants  had  no  legu  righi 
to  return  the  goods  and  rescind  tne 
sale,  the  latter  were  bound  to  pay  the 
plaintiffs  their  commi«8ions  upon  the 
resale  for  their  account.    {Id.) 

15.  The  plaintiffs,  in  their  correspond- 
ence, asserted  an  absolute  sale,  and  no- 
tifiea  the  defendants  that  they  would 
treat  the  goods  returned  to  them  as 
upon  consignment  from  the  defendants, 
and  apply  toe  proceeds  upon  their  (the 
plaintiffs^)  «  /tea"  for  the  price.  BeU^ 
that  the  word  '*  lien  "  was  not  uaed  m 
the  technical  sense,  but  was  equivalent 
to  ** claim  or  demand"  for  the  price; 
and  was  not  inconsistent  with  an  abso- 
lute or  unconditional  delivery,  so  as  t# 
let  in  a  defense  under  the  statute  of 
frmnda.    {Id.) 

1&  Held,  fitrtheTt  that  the  defendant! 
were  entitled  to  have  the  damages  as- 
sessed at  the  market  rates  prevailing 
when  the  goods  were  returned,  or  the 
breach  occurred ;  but  that,  if  tne  dam- 
ages would  then  have  been  much 
larger  in  amount,  so  that  they  in  ftct 
sustained  no  injury  by  snefa  delay,  nor 
by  a  sale  upon  creait,  they  had  no 
right  to  complain.    {Id.) 

17.  A  liquor  merchant  in  Syracuse,  in 
former  good  standing  with  the  pUin- 
tiflb'  firm  in  New  York,  gave  a  verbal 
order  to  the  plaintiffs  for  a  bill  of  goods 
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on  credit,  which  were  sent  to  him  by 
railroad  and  left  in  a  etorehonse  at 
Symcase.  The  merchant  was  in  &et 
inBoly«nL  and  became  folly  aware  of 
it  before  oe  paid  the  fireight  and  took 
the  fj^oods  into  his  custody.  Held,  that 
the  j[adge  properly  instmcted  the  jnry 
that  It  womd  be  a  fraud  npon  the  plain- 
tiffB,  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sale,  if  they 
believed,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the 
pnrohaser  received  the  goods  with  a 
preconceived  design  not  to  pav  for 
them,  although  he  had  no  such  design 
when  he  gave  the  order.  (PJot  agt 
WiUiHg,SBarh,Z\A.) 

18.  Btld,  dlto^  that  the  receipt  by  mail  of 
the  bill  of  goods  by  the  porchaser.  con* 
tainlnff  the  terms  of  sale,  woula  not 
take  the  contract  out  of  tne  statute  of 
A«ud8,  but  either  party  might  repudi- 
ate it  at  any  time  before  the  actual  re> 
ceipt  and  acceptance  of  the  goods  by 
the  purchaser.    {Id,) 

19.  The  refusal  of  purehasers  either  to 
pay  the  money,  five  secnritv,  or  do  any 
other  act  in  fulfillment  of  toe  contract, 
gives  to  the  vendors  the  right  to  sell 
tne  property  on  the  purehasers*  ao> 
count,  and  to  hold  them  responsible 
for  a  deficit  in  the  price.  (Lmt  agt 
Qrtider,  49  Barb.  606.) 

20.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  such  a  case, 
for  the  vendors  to  {^ve  the  vendees  no- 
tice either  of  the  time  or  place  of  sale. 
General  notice  of  their  intention  to  sell 
is  sufficient    {Id,) 

21.  The  law,  in  such  a  case,  oonstitntes 
the  vendor  in  posseMion  of  the  goods 
the  agent  of  toe  vendee,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  such  sale.  As  such  agent,  he 
mast  act  in  good  faith,  and  take  proper 
measures  to  secure  as  fair  and  favora- 
ble a  sale  as  possible.    {Id) 

22.  Vendors  are  not  restricted,  under 
such  cirenmstances,  as  ren)ect8  the 
place  of  9aUj  to  the  place  of  delivery  of 
the  property  named  m  the  contract  nor 
to  a  (ime^  necessary  for  reasonable  no- 
tice, after  the  right  to  sell  accrues ;  but 
if  tne  property  cannot  readily  be  sold 
at  the  place  of  delivery  fixed  bv  the 
contract,  or  a  better  and  more  aavan- 
tageona  sale  can  be  effected  elsewhere, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  vendor  to  go 
where  he  can  get  the  best  price  and 
readiest  sale,  not  out  of  the  usual 
course  and  channels  of  trade,  in  mar^ 
ketjnir  such  property.  Such  sale  should 
be  within  a  reasonable  time.    {Id.) 

23.  The  presumption  is  that  a  referee  did 
not  overlook  the  terms  of  a  memoran- 
dum of  sale,  or  fail  to  consider  it  as  it 
stood  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  in  weigh- 
ing the  evidence  upon  a  eispated  ques* 


tion  of  fact  It  is  for  the  party  com- 
plaining of  the  report  to  show  clearly 
that  such  a  mistake  has  occurred,  be- 
fore he  can  ask  the  court  to  art  upon  it 
{Id,) 

VEBDICT. 

1.  A  verdict  and  judgment  in  form  as  if 
the  action  were  on  the  case,  are  wholly 
unwarranted  in  an  action  for  the  claim 
and  delivery  of  personal  property. 
( Wheeler  agt  Allen,  49  Bm^,  460.) 


WABRANT& 

1.  A  warranty  given  on  the  sale  of  a 
promissory  note  made  by  O.,  that "  the 
note  is  the  genuine  note  of  O.,"  is  not 
shown  to  be  broken  by  proof  that  O. 
was  an  infant  when  the  note  was  made 
and  became  payable ;  and  the  finding 
of  the  referee  that  the  defendant 
**  agreed  that  the  note  was  a  genuine 
note,  and  not  otherwise,"  forbids  the 
implication  of  any  other  warranty. 
Such  a  warranty  affirms  nothing  re- 
specting the  validity  of  the  note  as  a 
binding  obligation.  {Baldwin  agt  Van 
Deuten,  37  N,  T.  B.  487.) 

2.  When  an  answer  alleges  a  fraudulent 
sale  of  a  note,  with  a  representation 
that  the  note  was  good  as  a  defense  to 
an  action  for  the  consideration,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  prove  that  the  note  of  an 
infant,  which  was  the  subject  of  trans- 
fer, was  warranted  to  be  genuine;  and 
if  no  fraud  in  the  sale  and  transfer  is 
proved,  no  defense  is  established.  {Id.) 

3.  A  note  made  bv  afi  infant  may  form  a 
sufficient  consiaeration  to  sustain  an- 
other note  given  for  the  purehase  of 
the  same.    {Id,) 

4.  When  the  order  of  the  supreme  court 
reversing  a  judgment  Aiils  to  show  that 
the  judgment  was  reversed  upon  ques- 
tions of  fact,  it  must  be  assume  to 
have  been  upon  questions  of  law, 
arising  upon  exceptions  taken  at  the 
trial.    {Id,) 

WARRANTY. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  general  varranty  of 
the  quality  of  an  article,  express  or  im- 
plied, the  rule  of  damage  for  the  breach 
of  such  warranty  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  value  of  the  article,  if  it  had 
corresponded  with  the  warranty,  and 
its  actual  value.  {Hoe  agt.  SaiuMn^ 
ante,  197.) 

2.  Where  there  has  been  no  disaffirmanee 
of  the  contract  by  the  purchaser  of  a 
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wdntmted  article,  which  he  reUine, 
and  he  is  loed  for  the  price,  he  can  only 
rtampe  hie  damages  lor  the  breach  of 
the  warranty ;  and  in  estimatinff  soch 
damages,  the  vendor  should  be  allowed 
the  actoal  valne  of  the  article.    {Id.) 

\.  Where  an  article  sold  by  an  auctioneer 
was  called  by  him  "  bUu  vitriol,'*  which 
was  open  to  inspection,  bnt  evidently 
was  so  termed  as  being  its  commercial 
designation,  or  as  being  a  vitriol  of  a 
bine  color  (whidi  it  was),  in  either  case 
there  was  no  warranty  of  anything, 
even  though  the  auctioneer  stated  that 
the  article  *'was  sound  and  in  good 
order,"  and  the  article  in  fact  was  an 
infenar  article  of  blue  vitrioL  {Hawtint 
agt.  Pemberton,  ante,  376.) 

4.  The  term  "soond  "  applies  to  eon^iium 
only,  not  to  quality  or  Kind,  and  is  op- 
posed to  defectitti  decaying  or  iMJurea. 
The  article  sold  was  evidently  sound 
as  inferior  blue  vitriol,  and  there  being 
no  question  but  what  it  was  in  ^ood 
crder,  there  was  no  deception  practiced 
upon  the  purchaser,  although  he  alleged 
that  he  purchased  it  under  the  repre* 
■entations  of  the  auctioneer  as  mer> 
ohantable  blue  vitriol.    {Id,) 

WHARVES  AND  PIERa 

1.  Hie  leasees  of  the  wharfage  of  a  public 
pier  from  the  corporation  of  the  city  ot 
Mew  York,  where  in  the  lease  is  as- 
si^ed  the  wAar/o^  which  shall  or  may 
arise  or  accrue  during  the  time  covered 
by  the  lease,  the  lessees  agreeing  to 
keep  the  premises  in  repair,  are  liable 
for  an  injurv  artsiuff  during  the  lease, 
by  which  a  norse  is  nacked  off  the  pier 
and  drowned,  in  consequence  of  neglect 
to  keep  the  string  pieoea  thereon  in  pro- 
per repur.    {Baaway  agt  Briggt^  ante^ 

2.  It  was  error  for  the  court  below  to  now 
suit  the  plaintiffs,  on  the  ground  that 
they  bad  not  shown  that  the  defendants 
(the  lessees)  were  in  poteeuion,  under 
tbeir  lease,  of  the  premises  in  question, 
at  the  time  of  the  injury.    {Id.) 

3.  The  naked  right  to  collect  wharfage, 
which  was  all  that  the  defendants  pos- 
sessed in  this  case,  is  ineorporaal  in  its 
nature,  and  is  inci^ble  of  any  other 
or  different  possession  than  arows  out 
of  the  right  Itself,  and  is  incicTent  there- 
to, and  which  attached  by  force  of  the 
agreement  which  ori^nated  it  immedi- 
ately on  its  execution  and  delivery. 
{Id) 

4.  The  defendants  were  not  entitled  to 
the  exclusive  physical  posseMion  of  the 
pier  by  the  terms  of  tbeir  lease ;  neither 


was  it  in  the  power  of  the  corporation 
to  gnmt  it  to  them.  A  public  pier  is  a 
part  of  the  public  highway,  and  must 
be  devoted  to  the  public  use.    {Id.) 

5.  Under  the  Revised  Laws  of  1813  (dL 
86,  %  212,  wharftege  is  only  demandable 
for  the  ose  of  the  wharf  or  pier ;  and 
payment  of  wharfage  by  any  riiip  or 
vessel  is  required  only  in  case  the 
same  is  made  fast  to  tne  wharf,  or  to 
another  ship  or  vessel  already  £wt«ned 
thereto.    ( TcMlor  agt  AtUaUic  Mutual 

ine,  Co.  3r  nn  r.  B.  ^^) 

6.  The  lessees  of  public  wharves  or  piers 
in  New  York  are  entitled  to  no  com- 
pensation for  passing  over  such  wbarres 
as  a  common  Highway  ot  the  city  ;  up- 
on the  principle  that  wharves  and 
piers  are  streets  of  the  city,  for  the  free 
passage  of  all  citizens. '  (id.) 

7.  Query,  whether  tho  owners  ot  a  ship 
or  vessel  sunken  in  navisable  public 
waters  owe  any  duty  to  :he  pumic  lo 
remove  such  impediment  to  navigation  f 
{Per  Davibs,  Ch.  J.)    {Id.) 

8.  Hie  ri^t  to  collect  whariisge  by  the 
corporation  of  New  York  dtv  carries 
witti  it  the  correlative  duty  of  keeping 
the  wharves  in  repair,  and  the  legu 
transfer  of  this  rigot  to  another  pairty 
subrogates  such  party  to  the  perform- 
ance of  such  duty.  IBadway  agt  Brigge, 
37  y.  T.  B,  256.) 

9.  Where  the  corporation  had  transferred 
by  lease  to  defendant  the  right  to  col- 
lect wharfage,  for  the  period  of  Ave 
years,  the  lessee  to  keep  the  wharf  in 
repair  during  the  time,  held,  that  do- 
fendsnt  was  liable  for  all  damages  re- 
snltinff,  etc,  from  a  neglect  to  keep  sndi 
wharf  in  repair.    {Id!) 

10.  Beld,  defendant  liable  for  the  Talae 
of  a  horse,  cart  and  load  of  merchan- 
dise, which,  for  want  of  a  suitable 
guard,  had  been  lost  by  backing  off  the 
wharf  into  the  river.  '{Id.) 

11.  A  lease  of  a  wharf  is  merely  a  letting 
of  the  franchise  of  wharfage.  No  pro- 
perty in  or  riffht  to  the  wharf  itself 
passes  lo  the  lessee.  There  cannot, 
therefore,  be  a  pomemo  pedie,  as  in  the 
case  of  real  property.  {Taylor  agt 
Beebe,  3  BobU  362.) 

12.  In  an  action  by  one  claiming  to  be 
the  lessee  of  a  wharf,  to  recover 
wharfage,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  ihe 
plaintiff.  Unless  he  shows  a  proper 
lease  ot  the  wharf  to  him,  he  nils  to 
establish  any  right  to  collect  whaifago 
of  the  defendants.    {Id.) 

13.  Where  public  wharf,  leased  by  tho 
comptroller  of  the  city  of  New  York,  is 
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not  let  by  pablic  aaction,  as  reqnired 
by  law,  the  lessee  acquires  no  right, 
under  the  lease,  to  collect  the  wharf- 
age.   {Id,) 

14.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintifT,  the  own- 
er of  H  wharf  or  dock  at  the  foot  of 
Sedgwick  street,  Brooklyn,  to  recover 
a  Bom  claimed  to  be  dne  nrom  the  de- 
fendant for  whaifage,  the  defendant 
attempted  to  show  the  wharf  or  pier  to 
be  within  the  ooanty  of  New  York, 
inferentially,  from  the  following  stat- 
utes and  racts,  viz;  The  county  of 
Kings  is  bounded  northerly  by  the 
county  of  New  York;  the  county  of 
New  York  contains  all  the  land  under 
water  to  low  water  mai^  on  Long 
Island :  the  statute  {Lawt  of  1SS6,  ch. 
484,  $  2),  makes  the  bulkheaa  line  to  be 
located  in  pursuance  of  its  provisions 
the  permanent  water  line  of  the  cily 
of  Brooklyn,  and  prohibits  the  ezten* 
sion  of  any  bulknead  into  the  East 
river  beyond  such  line.    In  1857.  the 


waters  of  the  port  beyond  such  bulk- 
head line.  The  evidence  did  not  show 
where  the  line  of  low  water  mark  was, 
or  the  bulkhead  line  established  by 
law.  There  was  a  bulkhead  at  the 
foot  of  Sedgwick  street,  and  the  wharf 
or  pier  in  question  extended  450  feet 
into  the  water  beyond ;  but  it  was  not 
shown  tbat  such  bulkhead  extended  to 
the  line  established  by  law.  H€ld^  that 
it  could  not  be  assumed  that  the  law 
prohibiting  the  erection  of  a  wharf  or 
pier  of  sond  material  in  the  water  out- 
side of  a  certain  line  had  been  violated. 
That  there  was  no  necessary  sequence, 
from  the  statutes  referred  to,  or  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  that  the  premises 
were  not  in  the  citv  of  Brooklyn.  {Kel- 
aof  agt  Murray  y  49  Barb.  2«fl'.) 

15.  Beid,  alsOf  that  the  lessees  of  the 
plaintiff  having  been  dispossessed  of 
the  premises,  under  summary  proceed- 
ings instituted  by  the  nlaintin  before 
the  city  judge  of  Brookljrn,  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  and  the  judgment  of 
dispossession  having  been  affirmed  bv 
the  supreme  court,  on  offrtiorarij  such 
jud^ent  and  affirmance  were  a  con- 
clusive bar  to  any  claim  to  the  wharf- 
age by  the  lessees  of  the  plaintiff.  {Id.) 

WILL. 

1.  A  man  has  a  ri^ht  to  make  whatever 
disposition  of  his  property  he  chooses, 
however  absurd  or  unjust  If  capacity, 
formal  execution  and  voliUon  appear, 
his  will  must  stand.  {SejjrtMU  agt  Se- 
gtUne,  ante,  336.) 


2.  The  doctrine  of  inofficious  testaments, 
invoked  from  the  civilians,  has  no  place 
in  our  law.    {Id.) 

3.  Where  the  evidence  established  most 
clearly  and  satisfactorily  that  the  dece- 
dent, at  the  time  of  making  his  will, 
had  full  testamentary  capacity  to  make 
his  wiH,  and  acted  of  his  own  free,  un- 
influenced will  and  wishes  in  making, 
executing  and  declaring  it,  the  fact  that 
he  gave  only  a  small  portion  of  his 
large  estate  to  his  only  son  and  only 
child,  and  a  small  legacv  to  a  sister, 
and  the  remainder  and  large  bulk  of 
his  estate  absolutely  to  his  brother — 
these  three  persons  constituting  his  only 
near  relatives — could  have  no  effect  up- 
on the  validity  of.  the  wilL    {Id.) 

4.  A  testator  devised  to  his  wife  and 
daughter,  each,  the  equal  one-half  part 
of  bis  estate,  real  and  personal,  share 
and  share  alike,  subject  to  these  restric- 
tions, viz.  that  each  of  the  devisees 
was  vested  with  a  power  of  testa- 
mentary disposition,  unaffected  by  any 
trust  or  limitation;  but  in  case  of  the 
death,  intestate  and  without  issue,  of 
either  deyisee,  whatever  might  remain 
of  the  said  property,  was  devised  to 
the  survivor.  Held,  that  each  devisee 
might,  during  her  lifetime,  dispose  of 
the  entire  fee  of  the  estate  devised  to 
her,  for  her  own  benefit ;  and  that  the 
devisees  having  united  in  a  conveyance 
to  a  purchaser,  of  the  premises,  with 
covenant  of  warranty,  each  convey- 
ance passed  all  the  title  of  the  ffrantors, 
either  vested  or  contingent ;  that  such 
title  was  good,  and  the  purchaser  in 
equity  was  oonnd  to  accept  it  {Frt6- 
bomagL  Woffner,  id  Barb.  US.) 

5.  Held,  also,  that  any  execution  of  the 
power  of  testamentary  disposition, 
made  after  the  execution  of  Uie  said 
conveyance  could  have  no  manner  of 
effect  upon  the  estate  thereby  con- 
veyed.   {Id.) 

6.  A  will  contained  substantially  the  fol- 
lowing provisions :  "  After  all  my  law* 
ful  debts  are  paid  and  discharged,  I 

five  and  bequeath  unto  .my  executor 
ereinafler  appointed,  all  my  estate, 
real  and  personal,  d&c,  in  trust,  for  the 
following  uses  and  purposes,  viz;  I 
direct  mv  executor  to  pa^  and  apply 
the  whole  net  income  of  my  estate  to 
the  use  and  support  of  my  mother  and 
wife  during  the  life  of  my  mother,  and 
to  permit  my  wife  and  mother  to  use 
ana  occupy  my  farm  as  their  home 
during  the  life  of  my  mother.  On  the 
death  of  my  mother,  I  order  and  direct 
my  executor  to  pay  certain  legacies 
amountiuff  to  f5,d00.  "Filth.  I  do 
give,  devise  and  bequeath  all  the  rest, 
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reddm  and  remainder  of  my  laid 
«ate  to  my  wife,  and  to  her  heirs  and 
assigns  forever,  which  is  to  be  accepted 
ano  received  in  lien  of  all  dower  and 
right  of  dower,  and  I  do  hereby  at^- 
tborize  and  empower  my  said  exeeator 
to  sell  and  convey  mv  real  estate,  at 
any  time  after  the  death  of  my  said 
mother,  and  to  pay  oyer  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  my  said  wife,**  Meldf  1. 
That  the  tnst  created  by  the  will  did 
not  comprehend  the  payment  of  the 
tesutor^s  debts.  2.  T&it  when  the 
purpose  for  which  the  trost  was  created 
ceased,  by  the  death  of  the  testator's 
mother,  and  the  paymeni  of  the  loga- 
cies,  the  estate  of  the  trustee  oeaMd 
also.  3.  That  the  power  given  by  the 
fifth  clause  of  the  will  to  the  executor 
to  sell,  unaccompanied  by  any  trust, 
except  to  pay  over  the  proceeds  to  the 
wife,  could  not  be  upheld  upon  any 
application  of  the  principle  of  equit- 
able conversion;  that  doctrine  never 
being  applied  or  enforced  to  defeat, 
but  always  to  uphold  and  preserve, 
estates.  4.  That  such  power  was  a 
general  power  in  trust,  and  was  re- 
pugnant to  the  direct  and  absolute  de- 
vise to  the  wife.  And  that  she  having 
remained  in  possession  after  the  death 
of  the  testator;  and  being  in  acUuil 
possession,  claiming  under  the  devise 
to  her,  when  a  conveyance  of  the  pre- 
mises was  made  by  the  executor,  in 
assumed  execution  of  such  power; 
and  constantly  asserting  her  title  as 
owner  in  fee ;  the  principle  of  the  gen- 
eral rale  Uiat  a  power  shall  not  be 
exercised  in  dero|^ition  of  a  prior 
giant  by  the  appointor  applied,  not- 
withstanding the  devise  and  power  took 
eftect  the  same  instant.  5.  That  the 
power  to  sell,  in  the  liifth  clause,  had 
no  connection  with  the  devise  in  the 
first  clause  ;  the  latter  being  a  trust, 
while  the  former  required  the  proceeds 
to  be  paid  to  the  wife,  which  would  be 
in  direct  contravention  of  the  trust  6. 
That  ihe  object  of  the  testator  was. 
(1.)  To  have  his  debs  immediately  paid 
oat  of  his  p4»rsonaUy,  and  his  £firm  kept 
for  the  use  of  his  mother  and  wife.  (2.) 
To  have  the  objects  of  the  trust  iul- 
fiUed;  after  which,  (3.)  To  ^ive  the 
residue  of  the  property  to  his  wife. 
And  that  the  power  or  sale  could  not 
be  allowed- to  operate  to  defeat  ^is 
intention  of  the  testator.  7.  That  the 
object  of  the  power  was  not  a  lawful 
one.    ( Quin  agt  SkUnery  49  Barb.  128. ) 

7.  Accordingly  keldf  that  a  conveyance 
of  a  portion  of  the  real  estate  of  the 
testator,  executed  by  the  exeeutw  and 
trustee,  to  a  third  person,  did  nA  ope- 
rate to  defeat  the  estate  of  the  wife  in 
the  premises.    {Id.) 


8.  To  constitute  a  valid  publieatioo  of  a 
will  or  codicil,  the  testator  most,  in  the 
presenoe  of  two  witnesses,  declare  the 
instrument  to  be  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, or  a  eodioil  thereto.  If  the  proof 
Ikils  to  establish  such  a  declaration,  to 
one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses,  the 
instrument  should  not  be  admitted  to 
probate.    {Abbey  agt.  Chri$(y,  49  Barb, 

9.  Where  one  of  the  attesting  witDe«ea 
testified  thai  on  entering  the  testator's 
room,  the  latter,  taking  a  paper  out  of 
his  portfolio,  desired  the  witneea  to 
read  it,  which  he  did,  silently ;  after 
which  the  testator  requested  him  to 
witness  his  sisnatnre ;  in  answer  to  a 
question  put  Dv  the  witness  whether 
fie  had  read  tne  paper  produced,  the 
testator  said  he  haa  hearn  it  read  ;  and 
beiuff  asked  if  it  was  all  right,  he  re- 
plied *<  I  think  so;"  and  the  other  wit- 
ness testified  that  when  they  entered 
the  room  the  testator  remarked  that  he 
wanted  ihem  to  "witness  his  signa* 
ture ;"  that  they  then  put  their  names 
to  the  paper  as  witnesses;  but  that 
'*  nothing  was  said  whatever  regarding 
what  the  paper  was,  or  anything  about 
itj"  that  toe  witness  never  read  it^  and 
did  not  know  what  it  was :  ffeld  that 
this  was  not  a  sufllcient  publicstion. 
{Id.) 

10.  Of  tbe  effect  of  an  attestation  elanse, 
«s  evidence  of  the  doe  execution  of  m 
will.    (Id.) 

11.  A  testatrix  having  in  her  possession, 
belonging  to  her,  four  trunks  fillea 
with  wearing  apparel,  Slc  r  a  tin  box 
containing  some  articles  of  ieweby, 
iLCf^  a  leather  traveling  vafise  con- 
taininff  jewelry  belonging  to  herself, 
as  well  as  personal  ornaments  beloiu^* 
ing  to  her  oeceased  husband  in  bis  life- 
time, and  owning  no  other  trunks  con- 
taining wearing  apparel,  silver  or 
jewelnr,  executed  a  wilL  By  that 
will  sue  bequeathed  to  the  piUintifT 
''all  her  wearing  apparel^  household 
linen  and  stuff  and  jewelry  not"  there- 
inafter specifically  oequeathed,  which 
'*  was  then  contained  in  eight  trunks, 
together  with  the  said  trunks."  du>. 
She  bequeathed  one  half  part  of  all  her 
residuary  estate  to  a  friend,  and  the 
other  half  to  the  two  children  of  her 
sister's  husband.  The  testatrix,  until 
the  time  of  her  death,  remuned  in 
possession  of  the  four  trunks,  with  the 
tin  box,  and  their  contents^  and  con 
tinned  to  own  the  valise  with  its  con- 
tents ;  and  did  not  then  own  any  other 
trunk  containing  wearing  apparsl, 
household  linens,  stuffs,  or  silver  or 
jewelry.  The  residuary  legatees 
claimed  the  contents  of  the  vatisif^ 
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ander  the  general  reaidcuuy  bequest 
ffeldj  that  the  plaintifT  was  entitled  to 
the  anicles  of  jewelnr  belonKingr  to 
the  testatrix  oontainea  in  the  yaliae, 
ander  the  bequest  to  her  in  the  will, 
beoanse  she  wonld  have  had  no  jewel- 
ry in  a  tmnk  unless  the  yalise  were 
one.    {McCoy  agt.  Vulte,  3  Bobt,  490.^ 

12.  When  the  whole  of  a  description 
does  not  correspond  with  any  existing 
snbiect*  bat  a  part  does,  the  residue  of 
it  beirond  sueh  part  may  be  disre 
garded  as  erroneous  and  surplusage, 
f/d.) 

13.  The  testator  gave  dertain  pro(»erty  to 
his  daughter,  Mrs.  Prowitt,  during  her 
life,  ana  after  her  death  "to  such  chil- 
dren as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of 
her  death.*'  Meldi  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  that  this  expression 
was  not  limited  in  its  eifect  to  the  im- 
mediate offspring  of  Mrs.  Prowitt,  but 
included  remoter  descendants,  as  grand- 
children. {Prowitt  agt  Bodmatif  37  N. 
Y.  B.  42. 

1 1  The  expression  '*  children  then  liv- 
ing/* may  mean  "  lawful  issue,"  or  re- 
moter descendants,  if  sueh  was  the 
intention  of  the  testator,  to  be  gathered 
fram  other  parts  of  his  will.  In  the 
case  of  a  contingent  future  gift  to  the 
children  of  a  first  taker,  followed  by  a 
limititation  over  for  want  of  such,  the 
presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  first 
taker's  posterity  to  his  remoter  de- 
cendants,  in  preference  to  the  donee 
over.    {Id. 

WITNESS. 

1.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  erimincU 
conversation  by  the  defendant  with  the 
plaintiff *8  wife,  the  wife  cannot  be  a 
witness  against  her  husband.  {Htckt 
agt  Bradnerj  aate,  118.) 

2.  A  party  is  not  pensiitted  to  assert,  or 
to  present  enidence  to  show,  that  one 
state  of  facts  is  true,  and  afterwards  to 
assert  or  prove  to  the  court  tliat  his 
prior  evidence  was  untrue,  or  not  to  be 
relied  on.  But  where  a  witness  has 
given  evidence  against  the  side  for  the 
support  of  which  he  has  been  called, 
ana  the  court  can  perceive  good 
grounds  for  apprehending  that  the  wit- 
ness has  testified  under  a  mistake  of  the 
facte,  or  intentionally  falsely,  and  there 
is  no  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the  party 
produciuff  the  witness,  he  is  allowed  to 
give  evio&nce  explaining,  or  even  con- 
titidicting,  his  own  witness.  {PeepU 
agt.  Skeekan,  49  Barb.  217.) 

3l  a  judge,  at  the  trial,  may  permit  coun> 
eel  to  ask  a  party  exammed  as  a  wit- 


ness, on  his  cross-examination,  if  he 
has  not  sworn  falselv  in  a  particular 
suit  or  on  some  specified  occasion ;  for 
that  would  be  an  act  of  himself  which, 
if  he  admitted,  be  might  possibly  ex- 
plain. But  a  judge  has  not  the  discre- 
tion to  permit  the  other  party  to  affect 
the  credit  of  the  witness,  as  such,  by 
proof  b^  him,  on  his  cross-examination, 
that  third  persons  have  accnsec  him  of 
swearing  falsely ;  that  being  mere  hear- 
say eviaence,  and  not  proof  of  acts  or 
declarations  of  the  witness  for  which 
he  is  personally  responsible.  {Hdmuih 
agt  McKelUp,  49  Barb,  342.) 

4  Where  a  witness'  character  for  truth 
and  veracity  is  attacked  by  asking  him. 
on  cross-examination,  whether  third 
persons  have  not  accused  him  of  swear- 
ing falsely,  evidence  showing  that  his 
general  character  for  truth  and  integri- 
ty is  and  always  has  been  good,  is  not 
admissible.    {Id.) 

5.  The  fact  that  the  witness  has  not  saed 
such  third  persons  for  slander  will  not 
make  the  specific  slanderous  accusa- 
tions made  by  them  admissible  to  affect 
his  credit.    (Id.) 

6.  The  positive  testimony  of  an  nnim- 
peached,  nncontradictea  witness,  can- 
not be  discredited  or  disregarded,  arbi- 
trarily or  capriciously,  by  court  or  Jury. 
{Selbert  agt  Tha  Brie  Bailway  Go,  49 
Barb.  583.) 

7.  Although  it  belongs  to  a  jury,  in  oon- 
sidering  the  weight  of  evicfence,  to  pass 
aiK>n  the  credit  due  to  the  respective 
witnessess,  this  does  not  imply  that 
they  may,  without  reasonable  or  justi* 
fiable  ground,  disbelieve  any  witness. 
They  have  no  right  to  discredit  an  un- 
impeached,  uncontradicted  witness, who 
testifies  fairly,  and  gives  dear,  rational, 
consistent  and  relevant  testimony.  {Id.) 

8.  For  judicial  purposes,  all  witnesses 
stand  upon  a  par,  and  must  be  believed 
in  their  testimony,  unless  discredited 
by  the  inoonsistencnr,  incredibility  or 
improbabilities  of  tneir  statements,  on 
cross-examination,  or  otherwise  contra- 
dicted by  other  witnesses,  or  impeached 
in  respect  to  their  general  character  for 
integnty  or  truth.    {Id.) 

9.  A  witness  who  stated  that  he  had  been 
in  business  for  many  years  as  a  manu- 
facturer of  saws  and  blacksmith,  and 
that  he  was  familiar  with  the  material 
and  quality  of  saws,  kdd,  presumptive- 
ly competent  to  give  an  opinion  of  the 
weight  of  saws  in  question,  and  the 
value  of  their  material.  (£b«  agt  Baair 
ftom,  3  Ahb.  N.  S.  189.) 

10.  A  party  to  an  action,  as  well  as  any 
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other  witneM,  maj  be  eompelled  to 
make  en  •ffldavit,  nnder  Bnbaivuioii  7 
■eetioa  401  of  the  Code  of  Prooedore. 
tFut  t(L  Chicago,  Se,Ji.B.Oo,  3  AhtK 

ir.s,4ao.) 

11.  A  "  fishing  "  examination  is  notallcw* 
able  nnder  that  section.  An  order  for 
the  examination  can  onlj  be  made  up- 
on proof  that  the  affidavit  of  the  wit- 
nets  is  "  necessary ;"  and  to  allege  this 
inToIvee  knowledge  in  advance  of  the 
facts  to  which  the  witness  will  testify. 
{Id.) 

12.  The  proper  conrse,  when  an  affidayit 
is  desired,  is,  ordinarily,  to  draft  an 
affidayit  and  submit  it  to  the  witness  to 
be  yerifled,  before  applying  for  an  or- 
der.   {Id ) 

13.  Bat  the  objection  that  no  affidavit  has 
been  preparad  and  submitted  may  be 
waived;  and  it  is  waived  if,  when 
asked  to  make  affidavit,  the  witness 
does  not  require  a  draft  to  be  submitted, 
but  makes  a  general  refusal  to  testify. 
{Id.) 

14.  After  a  yritaess  has  refused  to  make 
affidavit,  and  an  examination  has  been 
ordered,  the  court  should  not  arrest  it 
npon  the  ground  that  an  affidavit  has 
subseqnenUy  been  tendered,  unless  it 
very  clearly  appears  that  such  affidavit 
is  ftiU  and  frank.    {Id,) 

15.  No  examination  of  books  and  papers 
is  allowable,  in  the  proceeding  autoor- 
ized  by  subdi  vision  7  of  section  401  of 
the  Code.    {Id,) 


WSrr  X)F  ASSISTANCE. 

1.  The  general  rule  is  that,  when  a  jndg* 
mentt  order  or  decree  has  been  reversed 
or  vacated,  restitution  will  be  made  of 
all  property  and  rights  which  have 
been  lost  by  reason  of  it.  {CAamberlatm 
agt  OMoUt,  3  Abb.  If.  8. 118.) 


2.  The  case  of  vacating  a  writ  of 

ance  forms  no  exception  to  this  rule. 
The  order  which  vacated  it  should 
make  provision  for  reinstating  any  ono 
who  may  have  been  dispossessed  under 
the  vacated  writ,  whetoer  sndi  jvuty 
shows  title  to  the  possession  or  noti. 
{Id.) 


WRIT  OF  PBOHIBITION. 

1.  The  court  wUl  not  issue  a  writ  of  pro- 
hibition to  restrain  a  magistrate  from 
entertaining  a  summary  proeeeeding  to 
remove  a  tenant,  merely  because  the 
tenant  has  a  clear  defense  to  the  pro- 
ceeding. {PiBopUex  reLBeeaiagL&tP' 
jstt,  3  ^W.  JT.  S^232.)  ^ 

3.  If  the  magistrate  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
proooeding,he  most  be  allowed  to  hear 
and  decide  it  If  he  decides  erroneonBly 
npon  the  merits,  the  remedy  is  by  cer- 
twrari,  or  action  for  damages.    {Id. ) 

3.  The  prasumptaon  of  law  is  that  a  jndi- 
dal  officer  will  decide  a  question  anb- 
mitted  to  him  correctly.    {Id.) 


i 


INDEX. 
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A. 

AFFIRMANCE. 

Judgment  of  court  below  will  be  directed 
by  the  appellate  court,  where  there  are 
no  queBtiouB  of  law,  but  questiona  of 
fact  only 287 

AMENDMENT. 
Neither   the  court  nor  a  referee   have 


d^enee 321 


ANSWEB. 

If  a  defendant  relies  upon  the  fact  that 
the  plaintiflf  purchased  the  prondsaory 
note  in  suit  for  the  purpose  of  prosecu- 
tion, as  a  practicing  attorney,  he  must 
set  up  such  defense  in  his  answer. .  350 

When  afflrmatiye  allegations  proper,  to 
show  a  disposition  oi  a  trust  lund,  in 
addition  to  a  general  dental 385 

APPEAL. 

An  order  of  the  county  court  dismissin^^ 
an  appeal  from  a  justice's  judgment,  is 
a  judgment  from  which  an  appeal  may 
betaken 193 

What  is  a  sufficient  notice  of  the  judff-^ 
ment,  to  Umit  the  time  to  appeal..  193 

What  orders  are  not  appealable  to  the 
court  of  appeals 197 

When  judgment  will  be  affirmed  in  ap- 
pellate court,  upon  questions  of  fact 
only 287 

From  an  order  appointing  a  reoeiyer  in 
supplementary  proceedings ;  when  ob- 
jections to  the  preliminary  affidavit  and 
to  the  issuing  of  execution  cannot  be 
heard 87 

An  appeal  lies  from  an  order  awarding  to 
defendant  costs,  to  be  paid  out  of  a 
fund  in  a  receiver's  hanos 101 


What  objections,  not  made  at  the  trial 
cannot  be  reviewed  on  appeal 184 

From  a  iustice's  judgment ;  when  county 
court  nas  authority,  on  motion,  to  tax 
appellant's  costs,  notwithstanding  a 
corrected  judgment  is  entered  by  the 
justice  in  favor  of  the  respondent..  364 

When  judgment  reversed  as  to  one  de- 
fendant, and  affirmed  as  to  the  other 
defendant,  not  jointly  liable,  the  sure- 
ties on  the  appeal  are  liable  to  pay  the 
judgment  of  affirmance 487 

ABBEST. 

And  bail  may  be  required  of  a  judgment 
debtor,  where  the  judgment,  taken  by 
default,  is  opened,  and  defense  inter- 
posed by  the  defendant,  although  the 
judgment  is  allowed  to  stand  as  secu- 
rity  i  332 

Form  of  order  under  section  183 ;  when  it 
will  not  be  discharffed,  on  claiming  it 
was  issued  under,  snodivision  3  of  sec- 
tion 179j  it  appearing  to  come  under 
subdivision  1  oi  that  section 209 

ATTACHMENT. 

When  summons  issued  and  attachment 
levied  upon  defendant's  property  more 
than  thirty  days  before  the  service  of 
the  summons  and  complaint  personally 
upon  the  defendant^  out  of  the  state,  no 
service  of  publication ;  the  attachment 
is  void 356 

When  cannot  be  levied,  and  a  lien  cre- 
ated, upon  funds  of  a  debtor,  deposited 
in  a  bank  by  another 148 

ATTOBNEY  AT  LAW. 

His  clerk,  however  extensive  his  pow- 
ersj  has  no  authority  to  discontinue  an 
action  without  the  consent  of  his  prin- 
cipal  479 

AWABD  OF  ABBITBATOBS. 

What  is  sufficient  defense,  in  an  aotiou 
on  the  award,  u|K>n  demurrer 282 
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B. 

BANK  CHECK. 

When  loai  of  a  forged  check  ■honld  fUl 
apon  the  benk  npon  which  it  is  drawn, 
ae  between  exchange  banki 412 

BANKING  CORPOBATION& 

Adpointment  of  reeeiTen  to  wind  them 
np,  B»a.j  be  made  ander  the  act  of  1849, 
or  under  the  Revised  Slatntea 4S8 

BANKRUPTCY. 

A  bankrupt  under  examination  before  a 
register  cannot  consult  counsel  as  to 
his  answers,  unless  allowed  by  the 
register 15 

Partnership,  as  well  as  individual  credit- 
ors, can  prove  their  claima 2^ 

BOARDING  HOUSES. 
Their  lien  defined,  Slc 184 

BOARD  OF  AUDIT. 

When  a  tax  payer  of  the  city  of  New 
York  not  authorised  to  bring  an  action 
against  the  board  of  audit 124 

BOARD  OF  HEALTH. 

The  act  creating  the  metropolitan  board 
of  health  is  a  piUftie,  ana  not  a  private 
or  local  act,  and  is  not  unconstitutional, 
as  expressing  other  subjecta  than  thoee 
expressed  in  its  title 48 

BROKERa 

When  liable  in  damages  in  selling  coin 
and  securities  of  toeir  prinoipaT  con- 
trary to  agreement .'.  289 

When  liable  to  an  accounting  with  one 
joint  owner  cf  stocks,  although  the 
ttansacUons  were  had  in  the  name  of 
and  with  the  other  joint  owner,  who 
did  not  disclose  hie  jomt  ownership,  903 

Commissions  of  real  eetate  broker;  la- 
bility of  the  purchaser  to  pay,  dtc^  313 

c. 

CENTRAL  PARK. 

Commissioners  ma^ layout  and  open  a 
road  or  public  drive,  mstead  of  the  com- 
mon council  of  New  York;  what  pro- 
perty may  not  be  taken  for  such  pur- 
pose  255 


CLAIM  AND  DELIVERY. 

When  obtaining  a  portion  of  the  property 
does  not  waive  an  order  of  arrest  for 
the  recovery  of  the  remainder....  209 

COMMISSIONa 

Of  a  real  eetate  broker ;  when  purchaser 
liable  to  pay,  &C. 313 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  TAXES,  N.  Y. 

The  act  of  1867,  vesting  their  appoint- 
ment in  the  governor  and  senate,  is  nn- 
stitutional  aXkdvoid 173 

CONSTABLES'  BONDS. 

In  the  citv  of  New  York,  when  not 
affected  by  a  subsequent  aift  enlaiging 
the  juiiedictaon  of  the  district  oonrt^ 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

The  act  of  1867,  to  enable  the  supervisor* 
of  New  York  to  raise  money  by  tax, 
Sec,  b  a  public^  and  not  a  private  act, 
and  is  not  subject  to  certain  oonstatn- 
tional  objections. 130 

The  act  of  1867,  vesting  the  appoiatDent 
of  commissioners  of  taxee  of  New  York 
in  the  governor  and  senate,  is  nneoiH 
Btitutiomd  and  void 173 

CONTRACT. 

To  pay  a  bill  of  exchange  in  U.  S.  gold 
com,  is  not  satisfied  nntoss  paid  in  coin, 
or  its  equivalent  in  legal  tender  notes, 

8 

Conditional,  to  convey  land ;  wh«i  fiul- 
ure  to  perform  conditions,  no  title  is 
acquired  by  the  purchaser 402 

cosi^a 

When  defendant  entitled  to  costs  against 
a  receiver,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund, 

101 

When  $10  additional  costs  allowed,  on 
the  ground  that  more  than  two  davs 
occupied  on  the  trial -AO 

On  appeal  from  a  justice's  jadgnient» 
when  county  court  has  power  to  tax 
appellant's  costs. 364 

In  supplementary  proceedings  are  to  be 
taxed  as  coets  in  an  action,  not  as  eoeia 
of  an  action 388 

Where  the  nlaintiffs'  claim  amonnta  to 
$500,  and  tne  defendant's  oounter-elaim 
amounts  to  over  that  sum,  and  the 
referee,  on  settlement  of  both,  finds  a 
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balance  of  five  cents  in  favor  of  the 
pleintiff,  he  is  entitled  to  costa....  372 

When  allowed  to  plaintiff,  where  ques- 
tion of  title  involved 190 


D. 


DEED. 

Of  lands,  with  a  reservation  to  remove 
wood  and  timber;  where  no  time  is 
limited,  what  is  a  proper  time 345 

DEPOSITION. 

Application  for,  under  section  401  of  the 
dode ;  no  notice  need  be  given  to  the 
adverse  party,  nor  ean  be  move  to  set 
aside  the  order  allowing  it. ...... .    73 

The  person  whose  deposition  is  required, 
nnaer  section  401  of  the  Code,  cannot 
move  to  set  aside  the  order,  after  he 
bas  been  partially  examined  under  it, 

DISMISSAL  OF  COMPLAINT. 

When  jad^ent  thereon  not  a  bar  to  an- 
other action  for  the  same  cause. ..  350 

Dn^OKCE. 

In  an  action  for  a  limited  divorce,  a  snp- 

Slemental  complaint  for  an  absolute 
ivorce  will  not  be  allowed ^i 

Of  the  marriage  contract  in  another 
state,  by  collusion  between  the  parties, 
is  valid  as  to  them,  or  A  stranger  who 
subsequently  marries  one  of  the  narties, 

66 

E. 

EASEMENT. 

A  person  cannot  have  an  easement  over 
his  own  land;  when  a  right  of  wav 
over  another's  land  may  be  continuea, 

139 

ESTOPPEL  IN  PAia 

Applicable  to  the  defense  of  usury,  and 
as  against  an  indorser  of  a  promissory 
note 477 

EVIDENCE. 

Wben  an  entry  made  in  plaintiff's  book 
of  account  of  tiie  sale  of  a  horse  to  de- 
fendant admitted  as  evidence  of  snob 
sale 472 


Parol,  when  allowed  to  contradict  or 
explain  written  receipts 447 

A  ease  is  no  evidence  to  show  what  took 
place  on  a  former  trial 350 

EXCEPTIONS. 

A  single  exception  to  several  propositions 
cannot  be  maintained,  where  one  of 
the  propositions  is  valid 416 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTBA- 
TOKS. 

An  action  against,  for  an  accounting, 
may  be  brought  in  the  New  York  com- 
mon pleas 119 

When  a  sufficient  agreement  made  in 
writing,  to  refer  a  claim  under  -  the 
statute ;  waiver  of  irregularities,  6lc., 

155 

EXPRESS  COMPANIES. 

When  liable  for  the  amount  of  a  promis- 
sory note  which  it  negligently  omitted 
to  cause  to  be  protestea 416 

F. 

FOREIGN  CORPORATIONS. 

Must  be  regarded  as  a  non-resident  of 
this  state,  in  reference  to  assessment 
and  taxation 126 

H. 

HACKNEY  COACH  STANDa 

Authorized  by  an  ordinance  of  the  dty 
of  New  Yorkj  may  notwithstandinir 
create  a  private  nuisance 169 

I. 

INFANCY. 

Wben  a  married  woman's  acts  after  ma- 
jority ratifv  her  previous  enga^menta 
and  ff&e  tnem  from  any  disability  of 
in£Euicy 279 

INJUNCTION. 

When  a  person  is  guilty  of  a  violation  of 
an  injunction,  although  the  act  is  com- 
mitted by  another 139 

INJUNCTION  ORDERS. 
Supreme  court  has  no  jurisdictioa  to 
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^raiit  an  iDJonctioii  in  one  action  ataj- 
mg  prMM»eduig8  in  another  action  pend- 
ing in  the  same  conrt,  nor  in  another 
oonrt  having  joriadiction  of  the  matter. 

IKKKEEPER. 

Hia  liability  for  an  injniy  to  a  horee  while 
on  his  premiaea ISO 

IBRELEVANCT. 

When  allegations  in  an  answer  showing 
a  disposition  of  a  tmst  fond  should  not 
be  stricken  oat  as  irrelevant. 385 


INSPECTION  OF  BOOKS  AND 
PAPERS. 

hj  a  member  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
in  the  onstody  of  a  corporation  officer, 
can  be  allowed  only  where  he  has  a 
private  or  personal  interest  therein,  or 
the  information  to  be  derived  there- 
from     31 


J. 


JUDGMENTS. 

When  they  will  be  set  off,  one  against 
the  other,  notwithstanding  an  injanc- 
tion  in  supplementary  proceedings  is  in 
force  in  one  of  them 329 

L. 

LIEN. 

A  maratime  lien  can  only  exist  npon 
movable  things  engafled  in  navigation, 
not  on  a  wharf  or  a  oridge 190 

When  fnnds  of  a  debtor  deposited  in  a 
bank  by  another,  by  collnsion,  are  not 
subject  to  an  attachment  Iten 148 

M. 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 

Her  separate  estate  is  liable  for  any  de- 1 
ficiency  on  a  foreelosnre  of  a  bono  and 
mortgage  executed  by  her  for  purchase 
money 216,279 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

When  master  not  liable  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  servant  in  firing  a  salule, 
when  sailing  his  yaehtyJlEC^......  459 


MILITART  AND  NAVAL 

Bounties ;  the  act  of  1865,  prohibiting  sot 
over  $600  to  be  paid  volantett,  to<^ 
effect  from  the  time  of  its  psstags,  aod 
is  constitutional 58 

MORTOAOEE. 

When  will  be  deprived  of  posBSflBion  of 
mortgaged  premises 481 

MORTGAGE  FORECLOSUBE. 

The  separate  estate  of  a  married  wonun 
is  liable  for  any  deficiency  on  s  sale  of 
mortgaged  premises,  where  the  bond 
and  mortgage  is  executed  by  her  for 
purchase  money 216|379 

o. 

ORDERS. 

Properly  granted,  are  not  prejudioed  by 
an  omission  of  a  clerk  to  enter  th6D,M 
it  is  his  duty 428 

P. 
PAYMENT. 

When  set  up  in  the  answer,  snd  is  liie 
only  issue,  the  affirmative  is  on  the  de- 
fendant 447 

PLEDGE  OF  STOCKS. 

Remedy  at  law  and  in  equity  to  radem ; 
taking  an  account,  dec 2A^ 

R. 

RAILROADS. 

When  prospective  injury  to  s^joioiog 
property  not  to  be  considered  in  ap" 
praising  lands  for  tlie  railroad....  4W 

New  Tork  city,  are  entitled  to  ehsin 
one  cent  additional  fiire,  under  setw 
oongress,  1864 453 

The  penal  act  of  1857,  against  railroad 
companies,  does  not  apply  to  atf  is^ 
roadoompanies 453 

In  an  action  for  damages  for  negligenee 
in  causing  death,  when  the  nedignfie 
of  the  deceased  will  be  imputed  to  the 
company,  and  the  company  be  li&ble, 

36 

RECEipra 

When  parol  evidence  admissible  Is  ctn- 
tradict  or  explain  diem 44/ 
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RECEIVEB. 

When  "will  not  be  removed,  i 
inpoMeoBJon 


mortgagee 


BJByJEItKKo* 

Have  no  authority,  on  the  hearing,  ti> 
allow  an  amendmment  of  an  answer, 
by  setting  up  the  statute  of  limita- 
tfons... .....: 321 

s. 

SALE. 

Of  lands  pnbliclj,  on  an  election  day, 
when  wul  be  set  aside. 23 

SEBYICE. 

Of  an  order  to  show  cause,  upon  the  vice- 
president  of  a  bank,  is  good  service 
upon  the  bank 428 

SERVICE  BY  PUBLICATION. 

What  proof  necessary  to  satisfy  the  offi- 
cer to  grant  the  orcier 356 

SETOFF. 

Of  judgments  will  be  required  of  a  party, 
although  the  other  party  is  under  an  in- 
junction upon  supplementary  proceed- 
ings upon  such  juogment. 329 

STOCK  BROEIEBS. 

Their  authority  to  sell  without  notice, 
when  bound  by  agreement. ..  223, 284 

SUPPLEMENTARY  PROCEEDINGS. 

Are  proceedings  in  the  action,  and  not 
special  proceedings,  and  costs  are  gov- 
erned accordingly 360 

T. 

TAXES  AND  ASSESSMENTS. 

When  forei^  corporations  liable  to  taxa- 
tion in  this  state 126 

Under  the  act  of  1^58,  when  proceedings 
relative  to  an  assessment  and  its  collec- 
tion cannot  be  set  aside 162 

TAX  LAW,  N.  Y. 

Where  the  legislature  appropriates  a  spe- 
eiile  sum  <n  money  for  a  specified  ob- 
ject, the  expenditure  of  the  money  is 


made  by  legislative,  not  by  the  city 
aothorities,  and  an  action  cannot  be 
maintained  against  the  common  council 
by  a  tax  payer  to  restrain  the  expendi- 
ture      81 

TENDER. 

Of  payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  paya- 
ble m  U.  S.  gold  coin,  must  be  made  in 
coin,  or  its  equivalent,  if  made  in  legal 
tender  notes 8 

TIME. 

Of  performance,  in  removing  timber  re- 
seryed  in  a  conveyance,  where  the  re- 
nervation  is  general 345 

TRADE  MARKS. 

When  the  name  of  a  place,  a  village,  may 
be  used  and  protected  by  injunction,  as 
atrade  mark 108 

When  a  new  word,  invented  and  used  as 
a  trade  mark,  will  be  protected. ..    76 

TRESPASS  ON  LAND. 

When  title  interposed,  plaintiff  entitled 
to  costs,  &r 190 

TROVER. 

Will  not  lie  against  a  common  carrier  for 
negligence  to  deliver  property  which 
has  been  stolen  or  lost  while  in  his  pos- 
session. The  remedy  is  assumpsit  or 
case 496 


TRUSTEE  OP  A  MANUPACTURINa 
CORPORATION. 

What  allegations  in  a  complaint  are  ne- 
cessary to  charge  the  trustee  personally 
with  a  debt  of  the  corporation....  205 

u. 

UNDERTAKING. 

When  judgment  affirmed  in  part  and  re- 
versed in  part,  on  appeal,  sureties  are 
liable  for  affirmance 48r 

w. 

WARRANTY. 

An  article  sold  by  an  auctioneer  as  blue 
vitriol,  sound  and  in  good  order,  is  not 
a  warranty  of  its  quaJity. ........  376 

What  rule  of  damages  applies  on  »  hreaoh 
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of  a  fleneral  warranty  on  a  tale  of  per- 
■ooal  property V37 

WHABVE8  AND  PIEB8. 


In  New  York  city;  when  leneee  liable 
for  damage*  arising  from  their  being 
oat  of  repair ;  physical  possession  not 
423 


WILL& 

Inofflcions  teeCaments  not  suffiosst  to 
yitiate  a  will  otherwise  Tslid 336 

WITNESS. 

The  wife  cannot  be  a  witness  sj^umt  her 
husband,  in  an  action  of  disores  be* 
tweenthem 118 


COUKT  OF  APPEALS. 


•  » • 


DECISIONS  RENDERED  JUNE,  1868. 

Jv£lgmenU  affirmed  with  cotU, 

Edgar  Schemerhoro,  appellanti  rgt.  Hadson  River  Railroad  Companj,  respondents* 
James  K.  Place  and  another,  appellants,  agt.  William  S.  Ilvaine  and  another,  im- 
pleaded, &c.,  respondents. 
Betsey  Edwards,  survivor,  6&c..  respondent,  agt.  Ebenezer  Preston  and  others,  sar^ 

viving  executors,  &c.,  appellants. 
Martha  Ernst,  execatrix,  &c.,  respondent,  ajjrt.  Hadson  River  Railroad  Company, 

appellants.    (32  How,  61,  262;  24  Id.  97  ;  19  Id.  205;  32  Darh.  159.) 
Lvdia  Fox,  administratrix,  &c.,  respondent,  agt.  Zepporah  O'Hara,  administratrix, 

&c..  appellant. 
Thomas  V.  Porter  and  another,  respondentF,  ajBft.  William  Spence,  appellant 
Samael  T.  Champney,  administrator,  &c..  app*It,  agt.  Fidelia  Blanchard,  reap. 
William  M.  Gregg,  respondent,  agt  Peter  Pierce,  appellant 
Mortimer  Porter,  respondent,  agt^  Elisha  Riickman,  appellant 
Robert  H.  McKibben,  respondent,  agt  Horation  N.  Peck,  appellants 
William  Brown,  appellant^  agt.  Jacob  Weber,  jr.,  respondent.    (24  JTiw.  306.) 
James  DeP.  Ogden  and  another,  appelants,  agt.  D.  Colden  Murray,  receiver,  &c.. 

respondent. 
Charles  G.  Till,  respondent,  agt.  George  II.  Beyer,  appellant. 
William  P.  Van  Rensselaer,  respondeat,  agt  William  Barringer,  appellant ;  also 

same  agt  DeGrafT  (2),  Hauer  Dietz,  Wheeler  (2). 
Jonas  Bartlett  and  another,  appellants,  agt.  Charles  Robinson,  respondent.    (9 

Bo8w,  305.) 
Joseph  F.  Huntington,  appellant,  agt  Horace  B.  Claflin  and  others,  respondents 

(10  Dotw,  262.) 
James  R.  Whitipg;  respondent,  agt.  The  Mayor,  &c.,  appellants. 
Lydia  Newkirk,  administratrix,  dec,  appellant,  agt.  The  New  York  and  Harlem 

Railroad  Company. 
Frederick  O.  Richtmeyer,  assignee,  6&c.,  respondent,  agt.  George  Remsen,  ^eriflf,. 

&c.,  appellant 
John  C.  Wlnne  and  another,  survivors,  &c.,  appellants,  agt  John  Child»,  Praneis 

McDonald  and  others,  respondents. 
The  People  ex  rel.  Livermore,  respondent,  agt  Alexander  Hamilton,  jr.,  appettaikt 

(15^466.  328.) 
Joseph  Hoxie,  appellant,  agt  Daniel  B.  Alien,  respondent. 
Daniel  McCabe,  appellant,  agt.  William  P.  Brayton,  late  sheriff,  &c..  and  another, 

respondent 
Gideon  Fountain,  respondent'  agt  Daniel  L.  Pettee,  appellant. 
The  Mayor,  5&c.,  resp.,  agt  The  Hamilton  Fire  lusnmnce  Company,  applts. 
Theo.  T.  Edgerton,  respondent,  agt.  The  New  York  and  Hnrlem  Railroad  Company, 

appellan  s.    (35  Barb.  193,  3S9.) 

Voii.  XXXV.  41 
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Catharine  Hinnemau  and  another,  administnitriz,  See.,  appellaatt,  agt  Sttmoel  fio- 

tenbaek,  raapondent. 
Suitli  Kellogg,  resp.,  agt.  John  M.  Adams  and  others,  impleaded,  &c.,  applts 
John  Wolf,  respondent,  agt.  The  Security  lustimuce  Company,  appellants. 
Hiram  Carties,  respondent,  agt.  Theodore  P.  Howell,  appellant. 
Henry  R.  Hosford,  respondent,  agt  Benj.  Ballard,  appellant. 
The  Hatters  Bank,  respondent,  agt.  John  D.  Phillips  and  others,  appellants. 
John  P.  Sanderson,  appellant,  as;t.  TKos.  C.  Uorgaa  e(  aL,  respondents. 
Alexander  Gillespie  et  al.,  appellants,  agt.  Alexander  Carpen tier,  respondent.   (25 

How.  203;  I  BobL6&.) 
Stephen  LeRoy  and  others,  respondents,  agt  Tlie  Park  F!re  Insarance  CompaDy, 

appellants. 
Henry  S.  Redfleld  and  another,  administrator,  dec,  and  another,  respondsnts,  agt 

George  Tegg,  appellant 
John  Hardmau  and  another,  appelkints.  agt  John  B.  Boweo,  respondent 
Frederick  E.  Giebert,  appellant,  agt.  Alois  Peteler  and  others,  respondents.    (^ 

Barh.A9S.) 
Samnel  N.  Pike  and  another,  reaps.,  agt.  Samnel  A.  HetfteM  and  another,  applta 
Charles  U.  Baker,  respondent,  agt  Joseph  A.  Bliss  and  others,  appellants. 

Judffnuntt  revernd  and  nam  ti-ial  erd€rMi,  eof<f  to  abidt  event 

Lewis  C.  Taylor,  appellant,  agt  Henry  M.  Bradley,  respondent 
Jnmes  S.  Saudford  ot  at,  resps.,  agt.  Elihn  Rnckman,  app'lt    (34  Bne.  SSL.) 
James  Cassin,  res|v>ndent,  agt.  Lawrence  Deluuey  and  wife,  appellants. 
Peter  Flora,  appellant,  agt.  Peter  Carhean,  jr.,  respouitent 
Seth  B.  Grosvenor,  respondent,  agt  The  New  York  Central  R.  R  Co.,  appeUanta 
Stephen  LeRoy  et  at,  resps.,  agt.  The  Market  Fire  Insnranoe  Co.,  app'lts. 
Joseph  Fellows,  trustee,  dec,  app'lt,  agt  Lewis  Xorthrop  et  aL,  respts. 
Thomas  B.  Watson  and  another,  respondents,  agt  Anthony  F.  Campbell,  •herifll 
d&c,  appellant 

Judffemeni  affirmed^  and  Vie  supreme  court  directed  to  fx  anew  (As  (iste  jar  eartylng 

t/u  seaUuce  into  eJIkcL 

John  Kennedy,  plaintift  in  error,  agt  The  Peo  le,  d&c,  defendants  in  error. 

Order  of  geaemZ  term  retersed,  and  judgmtat  on  report  of  referee  affirmed  viA  cotlt. 

Philip  Case,  appellant,  agr.  Elbridge  G.  Phelps  and  others,  reapondenta. 
Isaac  G.  Belloni,  appellant,  agt  Robert  Belloni  and  others,  resposdents. 

Order  of  generat  term  reverted^  and  order  of  tpeeial  ism  (Kfirmed,  mlA  €o$tt. 

In  the  matter  of  the  lien  of  Freeman  Bird  and  another,  respondents,  agt  Tlis 
Steamboat  Josephine,  appellants.    (oO  Barb.  501.) 

George  Roberts,  respondent,  agt  John  W.  Carter  and  another,  appellants.    (24 

How.  44;  17  Id.  479,  524;  28  Barb.  462;  9  Abb.  366.) 

Order  appealed  from^  affirmed  inth  eottt. 

William  A.  Morris  and  another,  executors,  &c,  respondents,  agt  Henry  H.  Mo- 
rauge,  impleaded,  dec,  appellant  ^32  Hov.  178;  S6  /<;,  S47;  30  JU  257;  34 
Barb.  361 ;  3S  /<!.  650;  17  Abb.  86;  12  Id.  164.) 

Older  appealed  Jrom^  reverted  wUk  cotts. 
In  re  Peter  Townsend ;  in  re  Peter  Townsend  and  another. 
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Judgment  reversedj  and  new  trial  ordered, 

Maorice  Lanergan,  plaintiff  in  error,  agt.  The  People,  &c.,  defendants  in  error.    (34 
^ow.390;  50  i?ar6.  356.) 

Judgment  reverted  yfithmit  costs,  Judgment  to  he  settled  hg  Judge  Woopkuff,  and  new 

rtjerence  to  be  had. 

Noah  Worrell,  appeUant,  agt.  David  Maun  aud  others,  respondents. 

JiLdgm£nt  rtfoersed^  assessors  directed  to  deduct  $291,1^.26  from  the  tela  or's 

cusessment. 

The  People,  &c.,  ex  rel.  The  Citizens'  Gas  Light  Co-,  appellants,  agt  The  Board  of 
Assessors  of  the  city  of  Brooklyn. 

Order  of  qeneraX  term  affirmed  ^sitk  eostSf  and  Judgment  aluolute  for  plaintiffs 

with  costs. 

Edwin  K.  Scranton  and  another,  respondents,  agt  Alva  Clark,  appelUnt 
Lewis  Johnson  and  others,  resp'ts,  agt.  Myron  H.  Clark  and  another,  upp'lts. 

Order  of  general  term  affirmed  tnth  co^ts^  and  Judgment  absolute  for  ike  defendants 

with  costs. 

William  Coleman  and  another,  appellants  agt  The  Second  Avenue  Railroad  Com' 
pan  J,  respondents.    (48  Barb,  376.) 

Judgment  of  the  general  term  and  of  the  surrogate  reversed^  and  new  trial  before  tlu 

surrogate  Qrderedy  wit/wxU  costs  on  apjpeal, 

Moses  S.  W.  JaeksoB,  minor,  &c.,  app'lt,  agt.  Anna  Margaret  Jackson,  resp't 

Seargument  ordered^ 
Lucy  A.  Warner,  administratrix,  &c.,  resp't,  agt  Erie  Bailway  Company,  appl't 

JudgvMnAs  of  special  and  general  terms  reversed  and  Judgment  ordered  removing  the 
respondents  (except  Bugh  O^Brien)  from  the  office  ofcouncUmen  of  the  city  of  JVew 
York,  and  declaring  tJie  amtellants  entitled  to  those  offices  with  costs.  As  to  Hugh 
O^Brien  Judgment  affirmed  with  costs. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  appellants,  agt.  Hogh  O'Brien,  Cornelius 
F  yun  et  al.,  respondents. 

Judgment  reverted,  andjudgmen  ordered  for  th*  appellant  with  costs  (and  tn  cote 

No,  2  for  tJie  two  penalties  claimed. 

The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Health,  appellants,  agt.  Jacob  Heister  respondent  (two 

cases). 
Jacob  Heister,  respondent,  agt.  The  Metropolitan  Board  of  Health,  appellants  (two 

cases). 


DECISIONS  BENDERED  SEPTEMBER,  lb68. 

Jho'gment  affirmed  with  costs, 

Joshua  P.  Blanchard,  appellant,  agt.  Hiram  P.  Trim,  respondent. 

Samuel  J.  Hunt,  appellant,  agt  James  Cunningham  et  al.,  respondents. 

Nancy  Frank,  administratrix,  d&c,  respondent,  agt.  Giles  Harrington,  appellant 

William  J.  Blydenburgh,  executor,  &&,  respondent,  agt.  George  G.  Johnson,  im- 
pleaded, appellants. 

William  J.  Blydenburgh,  executor,  &c.,  appellant,  agt  Amos  T  Bingham  et  al., 
respondents 
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Uenrj  Von  Schaick|  executor,  &c.,  respondent,  agt  The  Third  Avenoe  Bailroad 

CompRDj,  appellants. 
George  Jaliand,  respondent,  agt  Peter  Ratbbone  and  Lncios  F.  Darby,  appellants. 
James  Heoej  et  al.,  appellants,  agt  The  Trustees,  Slc^  of  the  Brooklyn  Benevolent 

Society  et  al.,  respondents. 
Oerothman  W.  Cornell,  sherifT,  &c.,  resp't,  agt.  James  F.  Dakin,  app'It 
Alfred  Webster,  resp%  agt  The  Hudson  River  Railroad  Company,  app'Its. 
Henry  C.  Fox,  app'lt,  agt  Gustavus  A.  Rollins,  impleaded,  &.C.,  et  al.,  resp'ts. 
Stephen  Bowman,  resp%  agt  Gerothman  W.  Cornell,  sheriff,  &c.,  appit 
George  W.  Dickson,  an  infant,  by  guardian,  resp't,  agt.  Luther  J.  McCoy,  app*lt 
William  Wheeler,  appellant,  agt  Edwin  A.  Billings,  respondent 
Solomon  Keller  and  William  J.  Lyon,  app'Its,  agt  Henry  J.  Phillips,  resp't 
Harriet  Ostrander,  respondent,  agt  Abiram  Fellows,  appellant 
Austin  Sherman,  appellant,  agt.  Michael  McKeon,  respondent 
Charles  Neg,  respondent,  agt.  Obadiah  Newton,  appellant 
William  Carroll,  resp't,  agt  The  Charter  Oak  Insurance  Company,  applts. 
Eleanor  Thurston,  respondent,  agt,  Henry  C.  Cornell  et  al.,  appellants. 
Junius  H.  Hatch,  respondent,  agt  The  City  of  Buffalo,  appellants. 
Lewis  F.  Allen  et  al.,  respondents,  agt  The  City  of  Buf&do,  appellants. 
The  Mayor,  &e.,  of  New  York,  app'Its,  agt  Henry  Erben  and  the  New  York  Life 

Insurance  and  Trust  Co.,  resp*bB. 
George  Hurst  and  James  Cobnm,  resp'ts,  agt  Elisha  C.  Litchfield,  applts. 
Donald  Kennedy,  respondent,  agt.  Albert  H.  Goss,  appellant 
William  Loback  and  John  F.  Schepeler,  resp'ts,  agt  Gleorge  Hotchkiss,  appUt 
The  Buffalo  and  Alleghany  Railroad  Company,  applts,  agt  Isaac  Brayton,  resp't 
Stephen  W.  Patch,  respondent,  agt.  John  B.  Roe,  appellant 
George  Clark.  resp,t,  agt  George  Tunnicliff  and  Henry  H.  Rathbnn,  applts. 
John  £.  Stone,  resp't,  agt  The  Western  Transportation  Co-,  applts. 
Abi-am  Fitch  and  Prosser  Jones,  applts,  agt  Adrastus  Snedecker,  resp't 
William  H.  Shumway,  et  al.,  impleaded,  &c..  app'Its,  agt.  Thomas  D.  Green,  resp't. 
Charles  Dnrand  and  others,  resp'ts,  agt  William  H.  Hankerson,  impleaded  with 

James  Arnold,  et  al.,  applts. 
Samuel  £.  Howard  et  al.,  resp'ts,  agt  William  H.  Hankerson,  impleaded,  &c,, 

app'Its. 
George  W.  Grant,  asugnee  of  Ambrose  W.  Barnes,  resp't,  agt  Sanford  P^hap- 

man,  sheriff,  &c.,  app'lt 
Patrick  Kelly,  resp't,  agt,  Tlie  Indemnity  Fire  Insurance  Co.,  applts. 

Order  of  gtnerdl  term  affirmedt  and  judgment  abeolute  Jbr  retpoHdefUtf  with  coeU. 

Isabella  Draper,  resp't,  agt  Irene  Stouvenel,  executrix,  &c.,  of  Joseph  Stonvenel, 

opp'lt 
John  £.  Speaights  and  John  G.  Dudley,  executors,  &c.,  respondents,  agt  J.  Dean 

Hawley. 
Benjamin  G.  Hitchings,  appPt,  agt  Ellen  Van  Brunt,  administratix,  d&c.,  of  John 

H.  Hubbard,  resp't  ^ 

William  Allgeo,  appellant,  agt  William  £.  Dancan,  respondent 
The  Winsted  Bank,  resp't,  agt.  Archibald  Webb  et  al.,  app'Its. 
William  P.  Angel,  resp't,  agt  Harriet  Hollieter,  executrix,  dec,  applt 

lUargument  oi-dertd  i 

John  Beisiegel,  resp't,  agt.  The  New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.,  applta. 
Abram  M.  Benton,  respondent,  iigt.  Stanley  Martin,  appellant 


NEW  YORK  FBACnCE  BEPOBTS.       645 

Decisions  Conn  Appeals. 

Abram  J.  Van  Allen,  appellant,  agt  Wm.  Wait,  respondent. 

Wessel  B,  Weetbrook,  respondent,  agt.  Seth  Wilej,  appellant 

Averill  N.  Grippin  and  Amasa  L.  Leversee,  administraton,  &c.,  resp^ts,  agt.  The 

New  York  Central  Railroad  Co.,  app'lts. 
Charlotte  £.  King,  execatriz,  d&c,  resp't,  agt.  Charles  N.  Talbot  and  David  W. 

Oliphant,  app'lts. 
Anna  King,  resp't,  agt  Charles  N.  Talbot  and  David  W.  Oliphant,  app'lts. 
Arthur  King,  resp't,  agt  Charles  N.  Talbot  and  David  W.  01ipbi>nt,  applts. 
Henry  Hart,  administrator,  d&c,  app'li,  agt.  The  Erie  Railway  Co.,  resp'ts. 
John  Ely,  resp't,  agt  Paul  Spoflbrd  and  Thomas  Tileston,  appUts. 
David  O.  Nichols,  by  Joseph  C.  Howe,  his  guardian,  resp't,  agt.  The  Sixth  Avenue 

Railroad  Co.,  app'lts. 
Erastus  Corning  and  John  F.  Winslow,  respondents,  agt.  The  Troy  Iron  and  Nail 

Factory. 
Charles  Leonard  and  Burr  Barton,  resp'A,  agt  The  New  York,  Albany  and  Buffalo 

Electro  Magnetic  Telegraph  Co.,  app'lts. 
William  W.  Ballard  and  Joseph  C.  Sampson,  resp'te,  agt  Richard  Buigett,  app'lt 
James  Calkins  and  Henry  W.  Grannis,  app'lts,  agt  James  M.  Smith,  resp't 

Judgment  reverted  a»d  new  trial  ordered^  costs  to  abide  the  event  U 

Fanny  Wilcox,  administratrix,  &c,  of  John  Wilcox,  resp't,  agt.  The  Rome,  Water- 
town  and  Ogdensbnrgh  Railroad  Co.,  app'ts. 

Samuel  Pindar,  assignee,  &c.,  resp't,  agt.  The  Continental  Fire  Insurance  Co.  of 
New  York  city  app'lts. 

Samuel  Pindar,  assignee,  &c.,  reap*!,  agt  The  Reeolute  Fire  Insurance  Co.,  app'lts. 

The  International  Bank,  resp'ts,  agt  William  Monteath,  app'lt 

Isaac  Snyder,  re«p't,  agt  William  H.  Trampbour  et  al.,  app'lts. 

Conrad  A.  Cronnse  and  William  Cronnse,  resp'ts,  agt  Ebenezer  A.  Fitch,  im- 
pleaded, &.C.,  app'lts. 

Stephen  LeRoy  et  al.,  resp'ts,  agt  The  Northwestern  Insurance  Co.,  app'lts. 

Jacob  Wiles,  respondent,  agt  George  Lintner,  appellant 

George  W.  Card,  appellant,  agt  John  H.  Card  et  al.,  respondents 

George  P.  Bradford  et  aL,  app'lte,  agt  Lydia  Fox,  executrix,  resp't 

Henriette  Maille,  respondent,  agt  Samuel  Lord  et  al.,  appellants. 

Charles  Starbird,  app'lt,  agt  Samuel  H.  Barrows,  Edward  Kirk  and  Nathaniel 
Laird,  respft 

James  W.  Van  Alstyne  et  al.,  resp'ts,  agt  The  National  Commercial  Bank  of 
Albany,  app'lts. 

Judgment  reversed  and  jibdgment  ordered  far  appellant,  with  costs. 

Bushnell  Stevens,  appellant,  agt  John  Hauser,  respondent 

Lewis  F.  Allen,  resp't,  agt.  The  Commissioners  of  the  Land  Office,  app'lts. 

Order  of  geneixtl  term  affirmed  and  judgment  absolute  for  appellant  for  $860,  with 

interest  from  June  4,  1858,  vith  costs, 

John  S.  Fake,  app'lt,  agt.  Jonathan  E.  Whipple  and  Isaac  T.  Grant,  resp'ts. 

Judgment  affirmed  with  costs  and  ten  per  cent  damages, 

Catharine  N.  Forrest,  respondent,  agt  Charles  G.  Havens  and  Joseph  H.  Good- 
win, appellants. 

Writ  of  error  dismissed. 

The  People  of  the  State  of  New  York,  defendants  in  error,  agt.  Thomas  Paige, 
plaintiff  in  error. 
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Decisions  Conrt  Appeals. 

Judgment  affirmed  and  judgmeiU  abeoluie  fir  plaiatifff  wUk  costs. 
Thomas  W.  Oloott,  respoodent,  agt.  Thomas  B.  Carrol,  appellant 

Order  appealed  freim  reversed  arid  judgment  fir  the  appeUant  on  verdict,  wUk  costs, 
Aaron  Bissell,  appellant,  agt.  Charles  Balcom,  respondent. 

Order  of  general  term  affirmed  vilAouC  costs. 

The  People  ex  rel.  Thomas  Kearney,  respondent,  agt  James  A.. Bell,  as  auditor 
dbc,  appellant 

Order  of  general  term  ajfimed  with  costs, 
Jodah  Meyer,  respondent,  agt  Peter  B.  Meyer,  appellant 
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